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Abstract
Children in nonparental care have worse outcomes than children in the general population,
Federal child welfare policy has prioritized kinship care in an effort to improve outcomes for
children; however, it is unclear if the intended child outcomes are achieved. Research shows
outcomes vary depending on the type of nonparental family with whom a child lives, due in part
to relationship but also to access to services and child welfare system supports. This research
defines first five nonparental family types and then uses the framework of ecological systems
theory to examine if state laws and child welfare policy influence the formation of nonparental
family types. State policies around placement, diversion, mandatory licensing and subsided
guardianship were all shown to have significant associations with nonparental family types.
Suggestions for future research for each policy variable are provided as well recommendations
for future research to further clarify how federal child welfare policy can improve outcomes for
children.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
Introduction
Parents provide the earliest relationship in which children learn to attach, grow, and
develop, and parents play a critical role in the foundation of their child’s development. Children
who do not live with either parent, also described as children in nonparental care, have poorer
long-term outcomes than children living with either one or both parents (Bramlett and Radel,
2014). Nonparental care refers to children who live in a household which does not include any
combination of a birth, step, or adoptive parent in the household (Data Resource Center for Child
and Adolescent Health [DRCCAH], 2009). When children are unable to live with either of their
natural parents, either temporarily or permanently, a fundamental component of healthy
childhood development is disrupted (Bramlett et al., 2017).
An increasing number of children in the United States are unable to live with either of
their biological parents due to a number of negative factors such as parental unreadiness,
substance abuse, mental illness, incarceration, or death. In 2015, one out of every 20 children in
the United States was in nonparental care (AEC, 2015), and given the unanswered opioid crisis
the country currently faces, the number of children in nonparental care will continue to grow.
Children in nonparental care usually end up living with families: either with relatives or
family friends in an arrangement known as kinship care, or less frequently, with foster parents
who are strangers to them. Kinship caregivers care for approximately 83% of all children in
nonparental care ((US DHHS, 2016; AEC, 2015). 59% of children in kinship care live with their
grandparents (Denby, 2016); however, kinship care is also commonly provided by aunts and
uncles, cousins, siblings, and family friends. The subpopulation of non-blood related kinship
caregivers are categorized as “fictive kin.”
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Children in nonparental care can be in public nonparental care or nonpublic kinship care.
Children who are “wards of the state”, also known as foster care, are in the public child welfare
system [CWS]. Public arrangements include traditional foster care, kinship foster care, and
unlicensed kinship care. Far more commonly, children are cared for outside the CWS in
nonpublic kinship care. These nonparental care arrangements are either private kinship care or
voluntary kinship care. Even though there is a greater variety of family arrangements in the
public setting, the majority of children in nonparental care in the United States are in not wards
of the state. In 2015, 3.2 million children were in nonpublic kinship care and 300,089 children
were in traditional foster care with non-kin (Figure 1.1). The intersection of the diagram
represents the 127,821 children in public kinship care (US DHHS, 2016).

Figure 1.1. Intersection of Children in Nonparental Care in the U.S.

The child welfare system consists of a group of services in every jurisdiction in the
United States designed to “promote the well-being of children by ensuring safety, achieving
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permanency, and strengthening families to care for their children successfully” (Child Welfare
Information Gateway, 2013). Services provided by the CWS include: receiving and investigating
reports of abuse and neglect, arranging for out of home care for children who cannot live safely
in their own homes, and arranging for reunification, adoption, or other permanent family
connections in order to exit children from the foster care system (Child Welfare Information
Gateway, 2013). The primary responsibility for child welfare services rests with states, but the
Federal Government plays a large role in shaping child welfare services locally, encouraging
state compliance through both funding and legislative channels (Child Welfare Information
Gateway, 2013).
Before children enter kinship care or traditional foster care, the majority of children have
experienced traumatic experiences (Sampson and Hertlein, 2015). More than half of children
involved with the CWS have experienced at least four adverse childhood experiences [ACE],
leaving them 12 times more likely to have negative health outcomes than the general child
population (Stambaugh et al, 2013).
Both traditional foster care and kinship care have documented advantages and
disadvantages for children. Most uniquely, relative placements allow vulnerable children to
maintain family and community connections when they cannot remain safely with either parent
(Annie E. Casey Foundation [AECF], 2012). Because children remain connected to their
families, feelings of parental abandonment and rejection are potentially minimized when
compared to those children who reside in traditional foster care with strangers (Crumbly, 1997).
Conversely, kinship care presents challenges for children and families. Children may
have a more difficult time transcending negative or difficult family system “legacies and life
cycles” when the child remains in the family system, a setting in which “pre-existing problems
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may intensify” (Crumbly, 1997, pg 3; Barth, Courtney, Berrick & Albert, 1994, pg. 260).
Kinship caregivers also differ from foster parents in that they are more likely to be older, living
in poverty, be single parents, and have their own health issues (Geen, 2004).
Federal law and state CWS policies are sometimes seemingly at odds with regards to
which type of nonparental family is preferred for vulnerable children. This results in child
welfare system policies regarding the treatment of kin that differ from state to state. For example,
many states have child welfare policies that actually divert kinship caregivers from the public
child welfare system. These families are then unable to receive the same financial reimbursement
and training as traditional foster parents (Children’s Defense Fund, 2010). The combination of
state child welfare practice and, until 20181, inflexible categorical federal funding structures for
states to receive reimbursement for child welfare services can disadvantage some types of
kinship families, preventing those families from accessing critical resources. Existing research
on children in kinship care and foster care finds that depending on if the child welfare system is
involved, families will have different abilities to access critical resources like caregiver training,
medical and mental health care for children, financial support for the nonparental family,
resources for the birth parent, reunification services for the child, permanency options, and
finally child safety, permanency, and well-being outcomes.
Each state looks different in terms of composition of the number of children of foster care
and kinship care (Kids Count, 2015). Some states more heavily rely on bringing children into the
CWS system as wards of the state, and some rely more heavily on kin outside the CWS to
provide care for children in nonparental care (Figure 1.2 and Figure 1.3).
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2018 Families First Prevention Services Act will change how state child welfare programs are funded, but is
outside the scope of this study. For future research recommendations, see Chapter 5.
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Figure 1.2. 2015 Foster Care Use by State

Figure 1.3. 2015 Kinship Care Use by State
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What is not yet known is how each state’s interpretation of federal child welfare law as
viewed through their resulting child welfare policies contributes to the formation of nonparental
family types- specifically with regards to kin. For examples, are some policies associated with an
increase in the number of children in public care, and are some policies associated with an
increase in children residing outside the child welfare system?
Research has yet to fully define the population on children in nonparental care into
discrete family types. In additon, no research has looked at all states interpretations of the
various federal child welfare policies related to kinship care in order to examine the resulting
mix of nonparental families by state. Understanding how state child welfare policies on the
utilization of kin impact the outcomes of nonparental family composition in each state is critical,
given that research shows some types of nonparental care produce better outcomes for children
than others, depending on the studied variable(s).
This research first seeks to define family types for children in nonparental care, then
examines how each the state has interpreted federal law with regards to kinship families over the
last decade, and then finally explores possible relationships between the state’s law and child
welfare policies and the composition of nonparental family types in each state over the same
time period. This research ultimately seeks to better understand how federal child welfare
policies designed to influence child outcomes are potentially mediated through state law and
child welfare policy influence on nonparental family type formation.
Background
A majority of children who can’t live with their parents end up in kinship care, for two
main reasons. The first is that most often a child’s relative or close family friend will realize that
something is wrong and step in to care for the child without the involvement of a child welfare
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agency. This is called private kinship care. Private kinship care is the oldest form of family
preservation, practiced informally throughout history (Crumbly, 1997), and makes up the largest
group of children in nonparental care.
The second reason most children in nonparental care end up in kinship care is that when
children do come to the attention of the child welfare system, federal and law on children
removed from their homes emphasize placement in the least restrictive, most family-like setting
(42 U.S.C 675(5)). For decades, this was interpreted by states as a preference for family foster
care as opposed to group settings or orphanages (CWLA, 1994). Children removed from their
families by state CWS action were placed mainly in foster homes with traditional foster parents
who were trained and paid by the state to care for children formally removed from their homes.
However, since the early 1980’s, the use of kinship care as a child welfare service option
for children who are wards of the state has grown dramatically (CLWA, 1994; Geen, 2004). A
number of factors have contributed to the growth of public kinship care in most states, including:
the increasing number of children in out-of-home-care, declining numbers of traditional foster
families, and child welfare agencies’ recognition of benefits of kinship care on stability and
length of time in care, and, perhaps most influentially, changes in federal law (e.g. CWLA, 1994)
States have the ability to set their own child welfare policy agendas. However, the federal
government plays a large role as they set requirements for state drawdown of federal funding.
These requirements are based on federal priorities for child safety, permanency, and well-being
outcomes. The major federal legislation related to child welfare is the Social Security Act [SSA],
which authorized federal grants for child welfare services. The availability of federal grants
served as motivation for states to establish child welfare agencies and to deliver child welfare
services. Over the next several decades, federal funding for child welfare services increased, but
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states were required to match federal grants with state funds. Many major amendments to the
Social Security Act passed since the 1980’s have included provisions that have changed the
landscape for children in nonparental care. State child welfare systems have evolved based on
these federal changes, but each state interpretation differs. Some states rely more on traditional
foster care, and some more on kinship care.
The current principal sources of federal child welfare policy are Title IV-B and Title IVE of the Social Security Act. Title IV-B provides federal funding to states for child welfare
services and Title IV-E provides federal funding as an open-ended entitlement to states for foster
care maintenance costs. Title IV-A of the SSA also provides some financial support for kinship
families, many for those outside the child welfare system, but some states choose to use it for
child welfare cases as well. IV-A provides for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF), of which the child-only TANF grant is another source of financial support for some
kinship families. The use of kinship care is one area that is not clearly defined in federal law, and
in each state, child welfare systems have interpreted federal guidance on notification, diversion,
placement, payment, training, and support of kin very differently (e.g. Children’s Bureau, 2010).
Family settings for children in nonparental care. This study posits that children in
nonparental family care can live in one of five types of family-like homes: traditional foster care,
licensed kinship foster care, unlicensed kinship foster care, voluntary kinship care, or private
kinship care2. These five types of living arrangements are each distinguished in involvement with
the public child welfare system both in placement decisions and custody. Placement decisions for

2

Other options for children in nonparental care include placement in a group home or treatment
center. Non-familial placements for children in nonparental care are outside the scope of this
dissertation as this research focuses on family settings
8

children in nonparental care can be made by the CWS or outside the CWS, as shown in Table
1.1.
Nonparental family types are also differentiated by caregiver motivation to provide care,
CWS training and financial support, and CWS oversight of the family home and child’s safety.
Based on state’s interpretations of federal law, child welfare system intervention can result in
three types of kinship families: voluntary kinship care, unlicensed/approved kinship foster care,
or licensed kinship foster care (Table 1.1).

Table 1.1
Family-like Settings for Children in Nonparental Care

Nonpublic kinship care. Also called informal kinship care, nonpublic kinship care refers
to children in kinship care who are not wards of the state. In nonpublic, nonparental care (Table
1.1, types 1-2) children are living with a relative or close family friend who is caring for the child
in the absence of the natural parent. However, the nonpublic kinship care setting is not as simple
as just those families who step into care for children before the child welfare system does. In
non-public kinship care there are two nonparental family types: private kinship care and
voluntary kinship care. The caregiver could have stepped in first, prior to the CWS ever
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becoming aware that there is an issue with the child’s parents. As discussed, this is known as
private kinship care, because the public child welfare system was never involved with the child’s
parents or in the placement decision with the kin caregiver(s).
However, there are times when a child’s parents do come to the attention of the CWS and
the CWS, instead of formally removing the child and placing the child into the public system,
asks a kinship caregiver to step up and provide care for the child. This type of arrangement is
called voluntary kinship care, and it is the result of a practice known as diversion. Kinship
diversion is used to avoid taking the child into the custody of the state (Annie E Casey
Foundation [AEC], 2013). With kinship diversion, the child has come to the attention of the
welfare agency. The child welfare agency then facilitates one of the relatives assuming
responsibility for the child as opposed to going through the legal removal process from the
child’s parents (Wu, 2016). This type of kinship care is called “voluntary” kinship care because
the parent of the child “voluntarily” places the child with the kinship caregiver. The CWS does
not take custody of the child, and normally provides no additional resources or oversight of the
child, the parent(s), or the kinship caregiver(s) other than securing the initial kinship
arrangement. Both private kinship care and voluntary kinship care are family arrangements that
make up 93-96% of the children in kinship care (Kids Count, 2015; US DHHS, 2016; AEC,
2012). The exact numbers of children in private kinship care versus voluntary kinship care are
not tracked. However, a 2002 study found that more than 400,000 children were diverted into
voluntary kinship care (Ehrle, Geen, & Main, 2003), which would make up approximately 18%
of all nonpublic kinship care for that time period.
Because outcomes for children in foster care are generally poor (e.g. Radel et al, 2014),
and foster care is costly for states and has a poor return on investment (e.g. Alia, 2019),
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preventing children from entering foster care is a stated goal of many national foundations (e.g.
Casey Family Programs [CFP]) and state child welfare systems. However, child welfare
researchers who focus on kinship care are beginning to sound the alarm on the practice of
kinship diversion and the potentially unmet needs of children in voluntary kinship care (e.g. Wu,
2016; Bramlett, Radel & Chow, 2017).
Tensions are growing in the debate over how child welfare agencies ought to support and
oversee kinship families diverted from the child welfare system. Kinship advocates want to
ensure that the goals of reducing children in foster care are not met on the backs of kinship
families, who have additional needs that are not addressed outside a child welfare system (e.g.
Schwartz/Children’s Advocacy Alliance, 2017; Wallace/System of Care, CWLA 2017).
Questions in the “diversion debate” include how policy makers can assess the safety,
permanency and well-being of children not formally tracked in any system and outside of
government oversight (Letiecq et al., 2008; AEC, 2013). Some contend it is inappropriate for
relatives to receive money for what is seen as a familial duty - caring for a family member in a
time of need (AECF, 2013). However, others argue that the basic needs of abused, neglected, or
otherwise vulnerable children are the same whether they are being cared for by a foster parent or
a relative (Leos-Urbel et al., 2002).
Kinship caregivers who are contacted by a child welfare worker to take a child when no
legal removal has occurred and formal foster care case is opened are not eligible to receive any
foster care funding, but those options are often not explained to families making the decision.
Research on families receiving child-only TANF, a welfare benefit for relative caregivers not
receiving foster care support, has shown that those kinship families would most likely have
qualified for child welfare services, but they are not in the public system (Gleeson et al., 2009).
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Bramlett et al. (2017) found children in voluntary kinship care experienced greater physical and
mental health issues than all other types of kinship care, so the lack of CWS oversight and family
support is potentially very problematic.
Public nonparental care. Children in public nonparental care (Table 1.1, types 3-5) are
wards of the state- they have been formally removed from their parents by the CWS and have
gone through court proceedings. At that time, they are either placed with strangers in traditional
foster care settings, or in public kinship care.
Public kinship care includes licensed kinship foster parents and unlicensed kinship
caregivers. In general, licensed kinship foster parents have to meet the same state standards as
traditional foster parents, including training and a detailed home study. Since many states have
different terminology, in this study, licensed kinship care will refer to all kinship families who
have undergone a home study and training to become eligible for the same reimbursement that
traditional foster parents receive. However, some states also allow caregivers who have not
undergone a licensing process to be placement options for children in foster care, provided they
are relative or fictive kin to the child and can pass a basic background check and safety
inspection. These caregivers are known as unlicensed kinship caregivers, or in some states,
approved kinship caregivers. For the purpose of this study, unlicensed kinship care refers to any
relative or fictive kin caring for a child who is a ward of the state and who is not receiving foster
care reimbursement payments. Not licensing relatives who are caring for children in foster care
is a common practice, used in roughly a third of all states (Generations United [GU], 2017).
There are several factors are at work that create a population of unlicensed caregivers in a
state. There are often at least two different decision-making divisions in a child welfare agency: a
division that makes a placement decision and a regulatory division that makes a licensing
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decision. Regarding the placement of children into homes after removal from parents, federal
law requires that states give preference to kinship caregivers over traditional foster parents in
order for states to receive federal money for child welfare services (PRWORA, 1996). However,
each state dictates requirements that make up the licensing standards. These state licensing
requirements can go beyond what is required to meet the federal “child protection standard”
necessary for placement, such as number of bedrooms required. Even though the process of
placement is fundamentally different for kin and non-familiar foster parents, there is no separate
licensing process for kin. Relatives who meet the child protection standards for placement in
their state may then not be able to meet the licensing requirements in that state. This is how
many states end up with the category of unlicensed formal kinship caregivers.
Licensed kinship foster caregivers have the same access to training and financial
reimbursement rights as foster parents, but unlicensed kinship caregivers have very limited
access to training, support, and financial resources. Unlicensed relatives are fundamentally
provided a different level of support by the child welfare agency. The decision for a relative to be
licensed or unlicensed is not made based on the child’s needs. For the children in their homes,
unlicensed relatives are potentially unable to provide the same quality level of care as licensed
relatives can for the children placed in their homes.
However, there is one major advantage in unlicensed kinship families, and that is in the
costs to the state. By not licensing relatives, states avoid paying and supporting relatives to the
extent they do non-related foster parents (GU, 2017). Some states, such as Ohio, will formally
use the child-only TANF grant to support qualifying relatives who are caring for children in
foster care. Other states, such as Nevada, leave it to the unlicensed caregiver to figure out
financial support on their own. Because state child welfare agencies are also struggling with
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funding, many state CW budgets rely on a population of unlicensed caregivers, and would be
hard pressed to find funding to fully pay all public nonparental caregivers (e.g. Yetter, 2017).
Unlicensed kinship families can be caught in an unfunded CWS gap.
Differences in nonparental care outcomes. Policy analysts, social workers, child
welfare advocates, state policy makers, and kinship researchers disagree on the extent to which
kinship families should be supported, but nearly all studies on kinship care conclude that kinship
families need more resources. There is also disagreement as to the level to which state
involvement in family life is necessary, required, or beneficial; and when state involvement is
harmful (Van Wert, Mishna, & Malti, 2016; Hegar & Scannapieco, 2005; Allen, Devoogh, &
Geen, 2008). However, a survey of state involvement reveals there are different resources
allocated and available to nonparental care families based on the level of the CWS intervention.
Resources include caregiver training, access to funding, reunification services, increased
permanency options, safety and oversight, and access to medical and mental health services. The
level of resources provided or available to a family will have critical ramifications on the child’s
safety, permanency, and well-being outcomes.
Research on children in nonparental care demonstrates outcomes for children are
different based on the type of nonparental living arrangement. Research shows that children in
kinship foster care have the same or better outcomes in safety, stability and well-being as
children in traditional foster care (e.g. Benedict, Zuravin & Salltings, 1996; Jonson-Reid, 2003;
Koh & Testa, 2011). However, on some measures, such as academic performance and specific
permanency outcomes, children in kinship foster care fare worse than children in traditional
foster care (e.g. Font, 2015; Monahan, Smith & Green, 2013; Lawrence- Webb et al., 2003).
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Research identifies that unlicensed kinship care is less stable and less safe than both kinship
foster care and traditional foster care (Nieto, Fuller & Testa, 2009; Rolock et al., 2009).
A great deal of research focuses on the lack of resources for nonpublic and unlicensed
kinship families compared to traditional foster families. Given that kinship caregivers have been
shown to be older, more likely to disabled and living on a fixed income, and more likely to be
single caregivers than traditional foster parents, this has been an area of concern for some
researchers (Geen, 2003; e.g. Rushovick et al., 2017). More recently, research has begun
highlighting potential areas of concern for children who are living in voluntary kinship care (e.g.
Wu, 2016; Radel, 2017; Rolock et al., 2009).
Precora et al. (1998) found no significant difference in the type of abuse youth in
traditional foster care versus kinship foster care endured prior to placement in the nonparental
home. Despite this, the population of children who have experienced similar abuse, neglect, and
other adverse childhood experiences find themselves in one of the five family types due to the
happenstance of state interpretations of federal law, and local child welfare policy and practice,
rather than a clear assessment of their needs. In theory, these children’s safety, permanency, and
well-being needs are similar, but the capability of the nonparental family and associated
resources available to them are different based on the level of CWS involvement.
Nonparental families are formed partly through the combination of CWS placement and
oversight. A key lever to examine is state’s interpretation of federal law regarding kinship care,
since this option has been used increasingly by the CWS as a public solution since the 1980s.
Private kinship care is the oldest and most natural form of family preservation (Crumbly and
Little, 1997). Traditional foster care is superior to children growing up in orphanages (CWLA,
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1994), and on the whole any family setting produces better outcomes than a group home (e.g.
Vandivere et al., 2006).
Kinship foster care, unlicensed kinship care, and voluntary kinship care are relatively
new constructs within the state CWS, each interpreting a variety of federal laws differentlyincluding family-like settings, notifying families, and allowing kin to be licensed like foster
parents. It is not known if state policies are correlated to the proliferation of nonparental family
types. Since there is concern over outcomes for children in some nonparental family types, it is
important to understand if the state’s interpretation of federal child welfare policies encourages
or discourages types of nonparental families. This knowledge will assist state child welfare
administrators, federal child welfare policy makers, and child welfare advocates in working
toward improved outcomes for children in nonparental care.
Theoretical Framework
Ecological systems theory, a systems-based theory of transactions between the
developing child and non-family systems, can be used to explain how child developmental
outcomes are reciprocally related to all the elements in the child’s environment, or ecosystem
(Bonnfrenbrenner, 1979). The ecosystem of the child is explained by a nested set of systems,
starting with the individual child. The closest system to the child is the microsystem, which
describes the face-to-face relationships the child has with family and peers. The next system is
the mesosystem, which is the interaction between the microsystems in the child’s life.
Surrounding the mesosystem is the exosystem, which includes the significant external systems
that have indirect effects on the child. Finally, the macrosystem is the surrounds the exosystem
and describes attitudes of the culture in which in the child lives.3
3

Chronosystem, which looks at the passage of time, is also a part of ecological systems theory but will not be used
in this study.
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The ecological systems theory provides a framework which helps explain how the
development of a child in nonparental care will be a function of all the larger systems at work in
their lives, and the dynamics between them. At the meso-level, the positive, ambiguous or
negative interaction of their caregivers including their birth family system and their nonparental
family system will affect the child’s safety, permanency, and well-being. At the exosystem level,
the indirect effects of the child welfare system will affect both the meso and micro-levels of the
child. Federal and state child welfare law in the macrosystem subsequently affects the child
welfare system in exosystem (Figure 1.4).

Figure 1.4. Ecological Systems Theory for Children in Nonparental Care
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Ecological theory can be used to describe how nonparental families are formed through
the action (or nonaction) of the state. The system components include the mesosystem of
interactions between the nonparental family and the birth family of the child. The state Child
Welfare System (CWS), represented in the exosystem (red circle), exerts influence on the
mesosystem through action or nonaction. The actions available to the CWS are informed by the
macrosystem of Federal and state law and policy (green circle, Figure 1.5).

Blue= Meso system interactions between nonparental caregiver, birth parent, and child
Red Circles= Exosystem (CWS) nested in Green Circle Macosystem (Federal policy)
Figure 1.5. Components of Ecological Systems Theory and Nonparental Families
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In private kinship care families, the CWS is not involved in placement or oversight.
These are family arrangements. The child’s situation may have come to the attention of the CWS
but has never risen to the level of a substantiated investigation or removal. The CWS did not
encourage a kinship placement. This is truly a private arrangement between the nonparental
caregiver, in this case, always a kinship caregiver (Figure 1.6). In private kinship care there is no
CWS involvement in the child’s exosystem, and the interactions in the mesosystem are not
informed by any direct CWS involvement. For example, a grandparent steps in to care for
grandchildren when the parents are unable to do so.

Blue= Meso system interactions between nonparental caregiver, birth parent, and child
Red Circles= Exosystem (CWS)
Figure 1.6. Ecological Systems Theory and Private Kinship Care

In voluntary kinship care, the CWS is involved in identifying a kinship placement for the
child, not for providing reunification services for birth parents. Usually the child and birth parent
has come to attention of CPS through an investigation. The resulting family arrangement and
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available resources for the voluntary kinship family looks nearly identical to the private kinship
care family. The key difference is that the placement was made at the suggestion of the CWS,
usually with the goal to divert the child out of entering the public foster care system. Therefore,
there may be a difference between a private and voluntary kinship caregiver’s motivation to take
the child. Depending on the state, the kinship caregiver may be assessed, or undergo a
background check, or may have no assessments done. The voluntary family may be tracked by
the state, but overwhelmingly once this arrangement is made, the state does not keep track of
what happens to the child, the caregiver, or the birth parent, unless there is an investigation that
once again rises to the level of state intervention (Figure 1.7).

Red circle= exosystem (CWS influence on placement decision)
Figure 1.7. Ecological Systems Theory and Voluntary Kinship Families
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In unlicensed kinship foster care, the state has taken a more severe intervention in the
family interaction mesosystem. In these families, the state formally removes the child from the
birth parent, brings the child into custody and formally places the child with the kinship
caregiver. Once the child is in the custody of the state, federal timelines must be followed, which
usually means that the state puts forth reasonable efforts to get the child reunified with the birth
parent and to provide services, such as medical and mental health, to the child. Caregivers are
assessed for safety, but in many states they do not need to meet the standards for foster parent
licensing, and can be designated caregivers of a child in foster care without undergoing training,
a home study, or receiving financial support (Figure 1.8).

Red Circle= exosystem (CWS) influence on placement and oversight
Figure 1.8. Ecological Systems Theory and Unlicensed Kinship Care
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Finally, nonparental family types can be completely encompassed by the state. In this
final arrangement, traditional foster care and kinship foster care look similar. The difference in
these families is only if the nonparental caregiver is a kinship parent or a foster parent (stranger
to the child). These nonparental caregivers must be fully approved by the state, which usually
means training, background checks, preparing the home to meet the standards of licensing, and,
once licensed or approved, in most states they are able to receive the full reimbursement for the
child in foster care (Figure 1.9).

Red circle= exosystem (CWS) influence on placement, oversight, and training/payment
Figure 1.9. Ecological Systems Theory and Licensed Kinship Foster Care/Traditional Foster
Care

Ecological systems theory supports the examination of the link between children’s
development and the nonparental family's position in the larger social systems. This research will
look at how structures in the child’s exo- and macrosystems inform the child’s transactions in the
mes system and ultimately affect the microsystems in which the child lives. Van Wert, Mishna
22

and Malti (2016) write, “prevention and intervention efforts must be informed by the
understanding of mechanisms at every level of the ecological system that explain the relationship
between maltreatment and behavior problems” (g. 203). Therefore, this study is necessary to
examine how a variety of state CWS policies related to kin in the exosystem potentially affect
children in nonparental care. Ecological systems theory explains that this interaction is mediated
by how the macro level of federal policy, interacts with state law and child welfare policy,
which then interact to potentially influence the formation of a specific nonparental family type.
Statement of the Problem
The five types of nonparental families for children have different impacts on the child,
the birth parent, and the nonparental caregiver. Specifically, the five types of non-parental
families have access to different levels of resources based on the level of CWS involvement, and
this level is determined by policies regarding kinship families that stem from differing
interpretations of federal laws and policies at the state level. (Table 1.2).

Table 1.2
Nonparental families and Child Welfare Involvement
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As outlined in Table 1.2, this study defines five nonparental family types as distinct based
on CWS involvement on a variety of variables. Private Kinship Caregivers (Type 1) and
Voluntary Kinship Caregivers (Type 2) look nearly identical except for the level of CWS
involvement on the placement decision. All but private kinship families are formed based on
some level of CWS involvement. This level of CWS involvement also dictates a families’ access
to resources, including training and financial support. While kinship care has recently generally
been regarded as preferable to traditional foster care, the majority of research has focused on
kinship foster care (family type 4) versus traditional foster care (family type 5). Very little in
these research studies accounts for the true diversity of kinship family types as outlined in Table
A, but those studies that do point to different outcomes for children in nonparental care are based
on the type of non-parental family with whom a child lives. Recent research highlights specific
concerns for children and families in unlicensed kinship care and in voluntary kinship care (e.g.
Wu, 2016; Nieto, Fuller & Testa, 2009).
Regarding the ratios of the five types of nonparental families, some states have higher
than average use of traditional foster care and a low use of other kinship care types, and others, a
high use of kinship care but a lower than average use of the traditional foster care system. No
research has used the complete proposed framework of nonparental family types. It is not clear if
state CWS policies contribute to these differences in nonparental family types. This research will
address this question.
The state child welfare agency is responsible for ensuring children are safe, and when
they are not, ensuring that state intervention leads to safe, permanent and nurturing homes for
children. The state is also responsible, or risks being made responsible through regulatory and/or
legal means, to ensure that children who come to the attention of the CWS are treated equitably,
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and that appropriate provisions for safety, permanency and well-being are made on behalf of
vulnerable children (ACF, 2018).
Understanding the role of each state’s law and child welfare policy on nonparental family
formation is necessary to tackle the broader question in the child welfare field of how kinship
families should be supported, and to what extent, if any, federal legislation designed to will
produce the best outcomes for vulnerable children actually has the intended effect.
The rationale for this study is based on ecological systems theory. Ecological systems
theory assumes interactions between each level of the ecosystem in the child’s world. At the
macro level is federal policy, which influences, through regulation and funding, the state CWS at
the exolevel. The actual effect of federal law and litigation on state law and child welfare is
explored in the literature review and gaps identified for this study. This study looks at if CWS
policies at the state level are associated with nonparental family type formation at the mesolevel.
There are known differences in the types of nonparental families for children living in
households. Research shows that caregivers across the nonparental family spectrum will vary in
areas of stress, motivation, readiness, and access to resources based on their nonparental family
type, and this study explores how caregiver outcomes are in part related to nonparental family
type, which then influence child outcomes (Figure 1.10).
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Figure 1.10. Ecological Systems Theory Applied to Children in Nonparental Care

This study will examine whether state child welfare policies around kinship and state
child welfare budgets impact the proportion of the five types of nonparental families in each
state. While there are numerous factors contributing to the composition of nonparental family
types, the goal of this study is to determine to what extent state policy and budget influences the
resulting mix of nonparental families in each state.
Of potential specific interest are the states with an above-national average use of kinship
care and below national average use of foster care (kinship reliant states, in pink) and other states
that have an above national average use of foster care and below national average use of kinship
care (foster care reliant states, in green) (Figure 11). Based on their nonparental family type
composition relying more heavily on foster care than other states, one might expect to find that
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Maine, Oregon, and Nebraska share some similar child welfare policies. Conversely, states that
rely less on traditional foster care may also have similarities in their child welfare policies or
budgets that lead to a higher use of kinship care.

Figure 1.11. Foster Care (Green) and Kinship Care (Pink) Reliant States

For example, one kinship reliant state, Tennessee, has a statewide program called the
Relative Caregiver Program (RCP) which diverts children who come to the attention of a CPS
investigation out of the custody of the state, creating a high number of voluntary kinship
families. The state has also decided that all relatives caring for children in state custody must be
licensed which allows them to draw down Title IV-E dollars for the child (Tennessee DHHS,
2017). They have effectively eliminated the category of unlicensed families in their public
nonparental care families (family type 3). Combined with the widespread use of voluntary
kinship care since the implementation of the RCP, Tennessee’s foster care numbers have also
dropped overall, which means less state funding is required to manage the child welfare system.
However, the number of children in nonparental care families has not dropped- the state’s formal
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policy of diversion, institutionalized through the RCP, has potentially changed the composition
of the nonparental families by shifting more of the children into voluntary kinship placements.
Of the children in public foster care in Tennessee, only 20% are placed in kinship homes, which
is lower than the national average of 30% (AFCARS, 2016). However, all children in public
kinship care are in approved homes. However, this policy produces a high number of voluntary
kinship families, which research is beginning to show as negative for children (e.g. Wu, 2016;
Bramlett et al., 2017; Neito, Fuller, & Testa, 2009).
One foster care reliant state, Oregon, is now the only state not offering a foster care
subsidy to children in kinship foster care if the child is not eligible to receive federal dollars from
Title IV-E (GU, 2017). Oregon won a lawsuit in 1992 which allowed it to deny payments to
kinship caregivers of children in foster care (CWLA, 1994). This may have led to a legacy of
more heavily relying on traditional foster parents for children in that state, which could means
more children are separated from their families and placed in traditional foster care than in other
states. Because children in traditional foster care have worse safety and stability outcomes than
children in licensed kinship foster care, this is a potential concern (e.g. Neito, Fuller, & Testa,
2009).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to understand, by examining state law and CWS policy, how
each state’s interpretation of federal law pertaining to their child welfare systems impacts the
composition of nonparental family types. Research continues to shed more light on how
nonparental family types differ for children on safety, permanency and well-being outcomes.
Therefore, it will be critical that states align their policy and procedures in service of advancing
those nonparental family forms that increase positive child welfare outcomes and long-term cost

28

savings for states with regards to Medicaid and Medicare, social services, criminal justice, and
other taxpayer funded systems of care.
Research Questions
This study is designed to answer three major questions. First, is there a difference in
nonparental family type composition by state? Second, do states interpret federal child welfare
legislation differently? And third, this research seeks an answer the question, “Are state child
welfare policies associated with the formation of nonparental family types?” However, the
broader implications of this study seek to address if the interaction between federal legislation
and resulting state law and child welfare policy results in the intended effect of the federal
legislation on child outcomes.
This research proposes that the answers to the first three questions are necessary to begin
to address the broader policy question. While the intended effect of the language aimed at
kinship families in both past and recent federal law and litigation seems to be aimed at improving
child welfare outcomes, it is unclear if that is the actual affect. This research proposes that
looking at the interaction at every level in a child’s ecosystem will provide clearer data on actual
federal policy effects.
Research Design
This study will use a non-experimental, descriptive quantitative design using a variety of
secondary data sources in order to examine a potential association between state law and child
welfare policies with regard to kin on a number of categories, and the composition of
nonparental family types in each state. Data from each state will be collected for the time period
2006 through 2015. 2015 is the most recent year where data is available on numbers of children
in nonpublic kinship care, kinship foster care, and traditional foster care. In 2015, seven years
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had passed from the last major child welfare legislation, which is assumed will give sufficient
time for states to have formed and implemented new policies and given time for the policies to
become child welfare practice. The purpose of this study is to advance the understanding of how
state child welfare policy influences nonparental family types. The research design is aimed at
determining if there is a correlation and nonparental family type composition in states from
2006-2015.
Research methods. This research involved compiling a first of its kind database of
children in nonparental care, and including all 50 states’ child welfare policy variables believed
to be related to the formation of nonparental families for children who come to the attention of
the CWS: notification of kin, diversion of kin, placement with kin or traditional foster homes,
licensing of kin, and payment of kin. In addition, several potential control variables were
collected including state demographic and socioeconomic data, political control, child welfare
referrals and drug overdose rates.
A complex correlational research method using multiple regression with General Linear
Model (GLM) was selected due to the nonexperimental study design. A correlational study was
selected as it is determined understanding multiple variables is best examined using this
quantitative method. Multiple databases will be utilized to first collect data to answer the
hypothesis posited and data analysis included analysis of correlations using Statistical Package
for Social Sciences (SPSS) software.
Assumptions. One assumption is that the federal child welfare goals of safety,
permanency, and well-being are appropriate goals for maltreated children in each state; therefore,
assessing outcomes by these measures is appropriate for the research design. Another assumption
is that abuse and neglect does not look dramatically different based on the state the child is living
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in. An additional assumption is that children, birth parents, and nonparental caregivers have
similar needs as a family, regardless of the state in which they reside.
Limitations. One limitation of this study is that it will not be examining children who
end up in more restrictive out of home settings such as group homes, long-term hospitalization or
detention centers. The choice is instead to only focus on children in family-like settings. A major
limitation is that the numbers of voluntary and private kinship families are not known or broken
out at the state level for every state and it is beyond the possible scope of this study to do a
population survey that will accurately look at those differences. Therefore, even though there is a
difference in how those nonparental families are formed (with help from CWS or not), they may
have to be considered “informal” or “non-public” for the analysis, which will rely on the number
available, and informal kinship families have similar resources available to them. While their
motivations for family forming may be different, for this study, they will be looked at as one
group.
Another major limitation is that every state CWS is not administered in the same way.
Some states are state run, some contract all services with private organizations, and some are
state supervised, county run systems. The type of CWS in each state will be added as a control
variable.
Significance of Study
Boots and Geen (1999) explained that since there was no federal policy on kinship care,
each state was left to develop their own. What we find are dramatically different outcomes in
nonparental family type composition by state. Since it is unclear what nonparental family system
will best support children’s development (Winokur, Holtan & Batchelde, 2014), an examination
of states’ laws, policy and practice concerning kinship care is critical. A better understanding of
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a potential link between state CWS policies about kin and nonparental family formation will
assist administrators, policy makers and advocates to improve outcomes for children in their
states. It will also provide a foundation on which to look for potential solutions, such as federal
recommendations for more consistent kinship care outcomes.
Child welfare administrators and caseworkers have been found to have conflicting
feelings on the use of kinship care, some demonizing it, some seeing it as a solution (AEC,
2013). But, based on research that acknowledges the complexity of kinship care arrangements, it
is clear kinship care is not a panacea. When children are placed in kinship arrangements that are
unlicensed or voluntary, data points to a disadvantage for both the children and the caregiver
(e.g. Wu, 2016; Bramlett et al., 2017). Developing a better understanding of how state child
welfare policies form nonparental families is necessary so that policy makers and administrators
can begin to make more informed decisions in their interpretation of federal policy at the state
level.
Findings of this study have relevance for child welfare administrators concerned with
conflicting needs to follow the law, stay within budget, and ensure safety, permanency and wellbeing for children who have experienced abuse and/or neglect. Findings will also be relevant to
state policy makers who are interested in achieving better childhood outcomes with relationship
to nonparental care. Findings may also assist federal policy makers as they propose additional
guidance or consider uniform policy requirements for states to ensure desired outcomes and
reduce unintended consequences.
Combined with an understanding of how a state’s policies may have a hand in the
creation of the types of nonparental families, an additional output of this study may be the
creation of an assessment tool to assist states in evaluating the families that come to their
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attention, and making more deliberate decisions about what type of nonparental family structure
would be benefit the particular family. In addition, it is hoped that findings from this study will
assist child welfare advocates by providing data and tools to push state policy makers toward
more desirable outcomes. Finally, this research will benefit kinship families and children in
nonparental care, by addressing a critical gap in the research on kinship care. The cost of not
understanding how state policy contributes to the types of nonparental families include
inconsistent state policies, the creation of band aid policy solutions that do not correct underlying
problems, or have unintended consequences for children.
Organization of Dissertation
Chapter 2 presents a discussion on nonparental care including traditional foster care and
the four types of kinship care, a review of the research on nonparental caregivers, including their
motivation, stress, training, and financial support. Chapter 2 also examines the research on
children in the different types of nonparental care categorized by safety, permanency, and wellbeing outcomes. Next, an examination of federal policies as related to kin will be discussed,
including the history of federal policy and litigation and the current law landscape. This will be
followed by a review of the literature on policy variables that may impact the creation of
nonparental families.
Chapter 3 describes the methods used, including hypotheses, models, data collection
procedures, analytical techniques and explanatory variables. Chapter 4 describes the findings and
results of the complex correlational research analysis, followed by Chapter 5 which includes a
summary of the dissertation, research limitations and recommendations for future research.
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Chapter 2. Literature Review
Introduction
Federal law on child welfare is found mostly in Title IV-E of the Social Security Act.
States are financially motivated to follow federal guidelines in order to draw down Title IV-E
reimbursement part of their CWS costs, and each state also has its own layer of state law and
CWS policy and practice. Federal policies on kinship care have been added to the Social Security
Act in a piecemeal fashion and the resulting lack of coherent strategy around the public use of
kinship care creates inherent tension with regard to the notification, placement, and licensing
requirements of kin. This tension also results in different interpretations of federal guidance by
state, which results in varied levels of state child welfare intervention with regard to kin. While
states are somewhat evenhanded in the licensing and payment of traditional foster parents, each
state treats kinship families quite differently.
In addition to the inconsistent state interpretation of guidance from the federal
government, there is also longstanding and ongoing debate among researchers as to the
appropriate level of child welfare intervention in family life (Van Wert, Mishna, & Malti, 2016;
Hegar & Scannapieco, 2005; Allen, Devoogh, & Geen, 2008). Many child welfare professionals
consider kin as fundamentally different from traditional foster parents, and therefore conclude
there is no reason for the government to be involved when family steps in (AEC, 2013).
Adding to the complexity for kin is that each state child welfare system is structured
differently, funded differently, and each state’s budgets for CWS vary. As evidenced by the
different percentages of children that end up in kinship care and foster care, states are different in
regard to the use of foster care and kinship care. The proportion of children in nonparental care is
consistent across the United States, but each state has different percentages of children in each
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studied nonparental family type. Each state’s discretion to interpret federal laws and policy
guidelines has led to a mixture of nonparental family structures that look different in each state.
No research has examined the extent to which state level child welfare policies contribute to the
resulting mix of nonparental families for vulnerable children.
Organization of Literature Review
This literature review is structured using the framework of Ecological Systems Theory.
The theory posits that the ecosystem of an individual can be explained by a nested set of systems
around that individual (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). As it is a goal of federal child welfare legislation
to improve the outcomes of vulnerable children (ACF, 2018), this framework provides a way to
link federal regulation with child outcomes, and requires and examination of each level of the
ecosystem.
For children in nonparental care, the closest system to the child is the microsystem, which
describes the face-to-face relationships the child has with their birth parents and nonparental
caregiver. The next system up is the mesosystem, which includes the experiences of and
interactions between nonparental care families and the systems they encounter. At the mesolevel, the positive, ambiguous or negative interaction of their caregivers including their birth
family system and their nonparental family system will affect the child’s safety, permanency,
and well-being. Surrounding the mesosystem is the exosystem, which includes systems that have
an indirect impact on the individual child. At the exosystem level, the indirect effects of the child
welfare system will affect both the meso and micro-levels of the child. For the purposes of this
study, this is limited to the CWS which has indirect effects on child outcomes through decisions
about who will care for an abused, neglected, or abandoned child and what level of support and
oversight will be provided . Finally, the macrosystem of federal law informs the state CWS
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decisions through federal regulation, litigation, and how state child welfare system’s receive
reimbursement from the federal government. Federal and state child welfare law in the
macrosystem subsequently affects the child welfare system in exosystem. 4
Using the framework of ecological systems theory helps explains how the development
of a child in nonparental care will be a function of all the larger systems at work in their lives,
and the dynamics between them. Figure 2.1 summarizes what is known, partially known, and
unknown for children in nonparental care, and sets up both the structure of the literature review
and the rational for this study.

Figure 2.1. Ecological Systems Theory Framework for Study
4

Chronosystem, which looks at the passage of time, is also a part of ecological systems theory but will not be used
in this study.
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The green text and arrows in Figure 2.1 denote the areas of research that are more fully
explored in the existing literature and this review includes a thorough discussion of what is
known. The literature review will also highlight the gaps in the existing research, both what is
partially known and not yet known, denoted by the yellow and red in Figure 2.1. These gaps are
the focus of this study.
The first section of the literature review will begin on the mesosystem level, where the
review will focus on the research on types of nonparental families and will discuss the number of
children in nonparental care and describe the types of nonparental families in which they may
live. This research will define five nonparental family types based on the available research but
never before used to categorize the population of children in nonparental care living in
households. Unique structural differences in nonparental family types, including access to
resources, systems, and child welfare system oversight, and relationship to the child are the key
degerminators of nonparental family type. These differences are then shown in the available
research to contribute to nonparental caregiver outcomes at the microsystem level5.
The second section moves down to the microsystem level, examining research on
nonparental caregiver outcomes on several key caregiver variables that have been associated
with childhood outcomes including stress, motivation, training, and financial support. The third
section of this literature review moves to the child level, documenting research that compares
outcomes for children in nonparental care based on the child welfare goals of safety, permanency
and well-being.
The first three sections link the meso-, micro-, and individual areas of research on
nonparental care in order to better understand potential optimal nonparental arrangements that

5

Birth parent outcomes and interactions with nonparental families and children is partially addressed as it is outside
the scope of this study and a critical area for future research addressed in Chapter 5.
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may lead to desired outcomes for children and families based on a variety of variables. A
thorough review of the literature will show that there is a difference in outcomes for children
based on nonparental family type at the mesolevel.
Using the framework, it is not clear how the exosystem interacts to potentially influence
or contribute to the formation of nonparental family types. To understand, it is important to
examine the influence of the macrosystem on the exosystem, or the influence of federal
legistlation and litigation on state law and child welfare policy. Therefore the fourth section of
the literature review jumps to the highest level of the ecosystem, exploring the macrosystem’s
influence on the exosystem by reviewing federal law and litigation.
The fifth and final section of this literature review covers with what is known about the
exosystem and its potential impact on the mesosystem, setting up the rational for further study
and this research in particular. The review explores how the states interpret federal law using a
variety of variables and examines federal law influence on state’s child welfare policies. Some
of the research variables in this study will be examined using state examples, including:
notification, placement, diversion, licensing, payment, training, and support.
MesoSystem- Nonparental Care Families
In 2015, one out of every 20 children in the United States was in nonparental care (AEC
2015). Using numbers from the Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic
Supplement (CPS ASEC, 2015), Annie E. Casey found that 2,562,000 or three percent, of all
U.S. children are in kinship care. 427,910 U.S. children were in foster care in 2015, an increase
of more than seven percent from 2011 (Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting
System [AFCARS], 2015). Of those children in the public child welfare system, 30% were in a
kinship placement (AFCARS, 2015), meaning that 128,371 children were in some combination
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of licensed kinship foster care and unlicensed kinship foster care in 2015. The total number of
children 0-17 living in households in the U.S. during the same time period was 73,432,658
(ACS, 5-year estimates, 2015). Using these numbers, an estimated five percent of U.S. children
were in nonparental care in 2015.
The number of children in nonparental care is growing. The 2009 National Survey of
Children’s Health found that approximately 3.8% of U.S. children were in nonparental care
(DRCCAH, 2009). In 1993, 878,000, or 1/3% children lived with their grandparents with no
parents in the home. By 2016, that number more than doubled to 2.4 million, or 3.3% of children
(US Census, 1993; 2016; https://www.childstats.gov/americaschildren/tables/pop1.asp). The
increase of children living with their grandparents is evidence that the larger number of U.S.
children not living with either parent has also been increasing over the past 25 years.
The 2013 National Survey of Children in Nonparental Care (NSCNC) is the first
population-based, nationally representative sample of children in non-parental care (Bramlett,
Radel & Chow, 2017). This study compares the experiences of children in public kinship care
with nonpublic kinship care, and is one of the first to also examine the experiences of children in
voluntary kinship care. The NSCNC found 11.1% of children in nonparental care were in public
kinship care, which would include both licensed and unlicensed kinship foster care categories.
40% of the children were in voluntary kinship placements, and 49% were in private kinship care.
No researcher has yet predicted a decline in the use of or growth of kinship care.
Nonparental family types. An examination of the literature on children in nonparental
care shows that studies are usually focused on defining children in foster care or children in
kinship care (e.g. Xu & Bright, 2018; Berrick, Boyd & Wiegmann, 2016). Other literature on
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kinship care often compares the differences between public and private, or informal kinship care
(e.g. Strozier & Krisman, 2007; AEC, 2012; Scarcella, Ehrle & Geen, 2003).
Very few studies have looked at the difference between children in licensed kinship
foster care and unlicensed kinship foster care, but those that have show a difference in outcomes
depending on the researched variable (e.g. Neito, Fuller & Testa, 2009; Ryan et al., 2016). Most
scarce in the existing literature are studies that look that children who have been diverted from
the child welfare system into voluntary kinship care, but this population of children has been
identified as unique in AEC (2013), Wu (2016) and Bramlett, Radel and Chow (2017).
However, no studies using these existing comparisons go far enough to accurately
describe the totality of potential living situations of children in nonparental care. Berrick and
Hernandez (2016) identified this issue, noting that the stark differences between public and
private care are increasingly mediated by hybrid kinship models that may be government
facilitated, but are not considered fully public in nature. They propose a framework for
understanding the multiple custodial kinship care options available to children, characterized as
state mandated, state mediated, or state independent. However, they do not include traditional
foster parents or differentiate between unlicensed and licensed kinship foster caregivers.
Therefore, this research proposed a framework for further understanding the population of all
children in nonparental care, and defines five nonparental family types.
As previously explained in Tables 1.1-1.2 and Figures 1.6-1.9, this research identifies a
large gap in the literature on defining nonparental care living situations for children and proposes
a framework to define the population of children in nonparental care. The framework advances
that nonparental families should be categorized into one of five distinct types based on the CWS
involvement in placement decision and in custody decision. These five nonparental family types
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are all distinct, but several types share commonalities in one or more category: caregiver
motivation, placement decision, custody, and training/payment. Expanding on the framework
from Berrick and Hernandez (2016), Figure 2.1 provides a diagram of how the CWS influences
the formation of the five nonparental family and provides a deeper understanding of the
relationship between the exosystem and mesosystem for children in nonparental care.

Figure 2.1. CWS Influence in Formation of Nonparental Family Types
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As shown in Figure 2.1, there are several pathways for at-risk children to end up in
nonparental care, and for four out of five of the proposed nonparental family types, the CWS
plays a role in family formation. Children in nonparental care may be wards of the state in public
child welfare systems, commonly known as foster care. Children in foster care can live with
traditional, non-kin foster parents, or in kinship foster care. Children in kinship foster care can be
with a licensed kinship caregiver, who receives similar training and payment to traditional foster
parents, or with an unlicensed kinship caregiver. All caregivers and children in the foster care
receive child welfare oversight. Far more commonly cared for outside the CWS in nonpublic
kinship care, also known as informal kinship care. There is no CWS oversight of these
placements. However, placement decisions for children in informal kinship care have often been
mediated by the CWS. Kinship caregivers that begin caring for children without any intervention
from the CWS are called private kinship care. The next sections look more closely at the
research available on each type of nonparental care family.
Nonpublic kinship families (informal kinship care). The research on nonpublic kinship
care, also called informal kinship care (e.g. Gleeson et al., 2009) is not well developed and
generally uses convenience sampling, surveys and interviews. Much of the research on kinship
care actually describes public kinship foster care, with most studies not differentiating between
licensed and unlicensed kinship foster care. Most of the demographic data on kinship caregivers
comes from the Census and American Community Survey, but few scientific studies have looked
at the majority of kinship caregivers- those in nonpublic settings. There are two types of
nonpublic nonparental families: private kinship care and voluntary kinship care. In most of the
literature, nonpublic families are combined together and referred to as “informal”. Because until
very recently researchers did not make a distinction between private and voluntary kinship
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families in their studies, there is a dearth of research to explain differences between private
kinship and voluntary kinship families. Most research on nonpublic kinship families has
considered them one group, referring to them as informal kinship families. The next section will
review literature on nonpublic kinship families that does not make a distinction between private
and voluntary kinship families.
Letiecq, Bailey and Porterfield (2008) and Strozier and Krisman (2007) found that
informal families lack knowledge of, and access to, services that are available to kinship
caregivers involved in the public system. Nonpublic kinship caregivers reported a high degree of
dissatisfaction with the systems of authority they encountered, including the school district,
social services, and the legal system, finding them unresponsive to their needs (Lee, ClarksonHendrix, & Lee, 2016). Caregivers of children in nonpublic kinship care reported not wanting
the children to be in state custody (Gleeson et al., 2009). Informal caregivers also report an initial
distrust of the child welfare agency (Rushovick et al., 2017).
While birth parents in nonpublic kinship situations are not involved with the CWS, the
reasons for kinship care can be very similar to birth parents who are involved with the CWS. In a
qualitative study, Gleeson and Seryak (2010) interviewed the birth parents of children in
nonpublic kinship care. The data found that birth parents not involved with the CWS had similar
issues to those who are; describing drug use, homelessness, mental health problems, and
incarceration as reasons parents were unable to care for their children. The researchers noted that
the parents of children in nonpublic kinship care had considerable variance in capacity to
reassume full parenting responsibilities and in their emotional development (pg. 94).
The actual numbers of children in private versus voluntary kinship care are more difficult
to ascertain, because most research has looked at these families as one group. However, the
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NSCNC found that of the children in nonpublic care, 55% of the children in their survey were in
private kinship care, and 45% were in voluntary kinship placements (Bramlett, Radel, & Chow,
2017). The next sections will review the more limited research that has made a distinction
between voluntary kinship families from private kinship families.
Private kinship care. Private kinship care refers to those nonparental families that are
created entirely separate from the CWS, for instance, a grandparent who sees that a child is not
being cared for properly, and decides, sometimes in partnership with the parent(s), to become the
full-time caregiver. Other times, the parent is mentally ill, abusing substances, or incarcerated,
and the decision is made by the kinship caregiver independent of the parents’ consent (AEC,
2012). In either case, the kinship caregiver decided, without state or CWS involvement, to
provide full-time parenting of the child.
Private kinship caregivers can pursue a variety of legal options, such as guardianship,
custody or adoption, or they may simply have physical custody, where the child is living in the
home of the caregiver with no legal arrangement (Strozier & Kirsman, 2007). Berrick and
Hernandez (2016) define private kinship care as state independent.
Voluntary kinship care. Voluntary kinship care refers to those families for whom the
decision to become a nonparental family was made in partnership or at the instigation and
requirement of the CWS. Diversion from the CWS is a significant factor in creating the
population of voluntary caregiver families. (Wallace & Lee, 2013). “Removal” in the CWS has a
very specific definition, and once a child is formally removed, the state responsible for the
outcome of the child. Therefore, kinship diversion prevents the formal removal from the parent
while accomplishing to goal of getting the child out of an unsafe situation (AEC, 2013). Berrick
and Hernandez (2016) define this category of kinship care as state mediated.
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However, from the child’s point of view, a voluntary placement is still a physical removal
from the biological parent. For the child, the experience of leaving the home of their parent(s) is
similar in voluntary kinship care to public nonparental care, as the CWS is part of the decision as
to whether or not a child will remain with their parents.
Multiple studies have found that children are placed with kin outside the public foster
care system but after a CWS investigation by CPS (Gleeson, 2009; Park & Helton, 2010; Walsh,
2013; Stein et al., 2014). 2002 data showed that about 400,000 children were diverted from the
child welfare system to voluntary kinship care (Ehrle, Geen, & Main, 2003). Lee, Choi, Lee &
Kramer (2017) used a survey of informal kinship caregivers and matched data to CWS
administrative records to look at the extent of children’s prior involvement with the child welfare
system. They found extensive evidence that children in nonpublic kinship care had come to the
attention of the child welfare system previously.
Despite the fact that children in nonpublic kinship care experience similar situations to
those children in public nonparental care (Radel, 2014), nonpublic caregivers and children do not
receive training, financial support, or oversight from the CWS, even when it may be wanted, or
is best for the child. The birth parents of children who are in nonpublic kinship care do not
receive reunification services. Bramlett, et al. (2017) acknowledge that accessing support
systems for the child can be difficult due to the caregiver’s lack of status as foster parents. In
their nonpublic status, caregivers also lack access to subsidies, offered through KinGAP, and
adoption, that are available to public families (Bramlett, Radel, & Chow, 2017). Gleeson and
Seryak (2010) conclude that while not all nonpublic families state they want support from the
child welfare system, some may “welcome assistance in accessing financial or other material
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supports and services, mediating the parent-caretaker relationship, or facilitating family decisionmaking regarding care of the children” (2010, pg. 95).
Wu (2016) looked at children in voluntary kinship care and kinship foster care and found
no differences in the types of abuse experienced by children who had been diverted except that
children who had experienced physical abuse were more likely to be diverted from traditional
foster care into voluntary kinship care. So, while there are differences in the type of abuse
experienced by children placed in traditional foster care versus public kinship care, there is
potentially no difference between children in voluntary care and public kinship care. This is
important because children in voluntary care have less access to critical services and their
kinship caregivers have less resources on average. In addition, there is no CWS oversight of
children in voluntary care or their parents and caregivers.
Unfortunately for those families who may realize they need or want more support from
the CWS, once a decision has been made to keep a child in nonpublic kinship care, it can be
nearly impossible to cross into public kinship care. Part of the reason is that the legal mechanism
to formally remove the child from a parent once a child is in a safe home is no longer available.
Adding to this complexity is the fact that nonpublic kinship caregivers save states an estimated
6.5 billion annually in deferred federal foster care costs (AEC, 2005). There is no short-term
financial incentive for states to support children outside the CWS. Some kinship advocates have
posited that there would be a long-term benefit to providing some support to nonpublic kinship
families (e.g. Wallace and Lee, 2013).
Public nonparental families. Public nonparental families refer to all nonparental families
who are caring for a child in the foster care system. Berrick and Herndandez (2016) define
kinship foster care as state mandated. However, this is where their framework falls short. They
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do not differentiate between unlicensed kinship care, and licensed kinship foster care, and do not
include traditional, non-kin foster care. This resserach proposes that the three categories of
nonparental families in the child welfare system, also known as foster care, should be studied as
unique.
A 2011 report of all 50 states compiled by the Children’s Bureau compared the
percentage of children in licensed and unlicensed relative foster homes. Of states that reported on
relative homes only, 13% to 96% of children were in unlicensed homes, with a mean of 62%. For
those states who reported on a percentage of all placements, including unrelated foster homes,
13.4% of all children in the foster care system were in unlicensed homes, and an average of
14.3% of children were placed with licensed relatives. These numbers show that across the
country, when children are placed with their relatives and fictive kin, it is most commonly in an
unlicensed home.
Unlicensed kinship foster care. Unlicensed kinship care refers to those kinship families
who are caring for children who have been formally removed from their parents and are wards of
the state. They are unlicensed for one of several reasons. One, the state may not require related
caregivers to be licensed in order to care for children in foster care. Some states may have a
mechanism to license kin families after placement, should the kin family choose to do so. Some
states do not have a licensing process for kin. Placing children in kinship homes without
requiring licensing is a common practice. In 2017 Generations United estimated this practice was
used by a third of states.
Studies that look at the differences between licensed and unlicensed kinship foster care
are rare, most do not differentiate between the types of kinship foster care. However, Neito,
Fuller and Testa (2009) found that children are safer in licensed kinship foster care than in
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traditional foster care or unlicensed kinship foster care. Ryan et al. (2016) found that children in
unlicensed kinship foster care and traditional foster care were more likely to reunify with their
parents than children in licensed kinship foster care.
Licensed kinship foster care. Kinship foster care refers to kinship families who are
licensed as foster parents and are caring for related child who is a ward of the state. Some states
require kin to become licensed prior to ever taking placement of a child who is a ward of the
state, and some states have a mechanism to license kin after placement. The literature is not clear
on how many states require licensing prior to placement, but Generations United (2017)
estimates about 2/3 of states require licensing.
Traditional foster care. Traditional foster caregivers have self-identified as being
interested in caring for children, and have approached the CWS to undergo licensing and home
study. After the licensing process is completed, traditional foster parents take placement of
unrelated children who are wards of the state. Traditional foster parents are unique from all other
nonparental family types in that they are strangers to the child when the child comes to live with
them. Another key distinction between traditional foster parents and other nonparental caregivers
is motivation to provide care, with foster parents being motivated to care for children prior to
their involvement with the CWS. In regard to motivation, traditional foster parents are similar to
private kinship caregivers in that both step up to care for children without being asked to by the
CWS (Figure 2.1).
Children who enter traditional foster care do so, in theory, because there is no suitable
family able to provide care. A combination of factors at the worker and procedure level combine
to produce placement outcomes in traditional foster care, but there are also some noted
differences between children in foster care who are placed with strangers versus their kin.
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Landsverk & Davis (1996) found that youth in kinship foster care were more likely to have been
neglected than youth in non-kin foster care. Grogan- Kaylor (2000) also found youth in kinship
care were more likely to have experienced neglect, but found that youth in traditional foster care
were more likely to have experienced physical and sexual abuse than youth in kinship foster
care. These results were consistent with Font (2015), who found children in kinship care were
more likely to have experienced neglect and less likely to have experienced sexual abuse than
children in foster care.
Microsystem: Nonparental Caregiver Outcomes
This section explores how caregiver outcomes are tied to childhood outcomes: caregiver
motivation, caregiver readiness, caregiver support, and caregiver training. As explored in the
previous section, the five nonparental family types are different in caregiver. The five types also
have different access to financial resources, support, and training depending on if the CWS
retains custody or if the family is outside the CWS. Therefore, this research proposes caregiver
outcomes should not be viewed as independent from the type of nonparental family and CWS
involvement, but instead as a combination of caregiver characteristics combined with
mesosystem interactions mediated by the exosystem.
While there is still more research needed into what makes an effective foster parent
(Wilderman & Waldfogel, 2014), the two areas correlated most highly with effective foster
parenting are family resources and fostering readiness (Grimes-Vanters, 2017). Considering that
most relatives are not prepared to foster when they first take on a child (e.g.Grimes-Vanters,
2017), and that family resources are an issue for many kinship families (e.g. Geen, 2004),
research discussed in the following section highlights some concern among some researchers
about the effectiveness of kinship families.
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Most kinship caregivers are older, have less income and are in poorer health than
traditional foster parents (Sakai, Lin, & Flores, 2011; Stein et al, 2014). Many kinship caregivers
are retired and living on fixed incomes and more than one-third are already living at the poverty
line (Nelson et al., 2010; AFCR, 2014). The National Survey of Child and Adolescent Wellbeing [NSCAW] (2007) found that although kinship caregivers were affectionate towards the
children in their charge and were often responsive to their needs, their financial resources limited
the opportunities they were able to provide to those children.
Lee, Choi, and Clarkson-Hendrix (2016) found that nonpublic caregivers differed on
health care needs, with grandparents reporting less issues with accessing health services than
other relatives. Researchers propose this is due to the fact that grandparents were more likely to
have health care through Medicaid and Medicare. The same study found that the “working poor”
had elevated employment needs and concerns about the future. Again, the difference between
older caregivers such as grandparents, who are retired, and younger caregivers who are still
working and may not have access to retirement, social security, and Medicare is potentially an
area of research (Lee, Choi, & Clarkson-Hendrix, 2016).
Caregiver motivation. Cole (2005) found the the motivation for initially providing care
for children varied between traditional foster parents and kinship foster parents. Traditional
foster parents must first decide to foster, and do so for a variety of reasons, including expanding
the family, inability to have children, helping children in need, religious reasons, or less
frequently, financial gain (Cole, 2005). Traditional foster parents must go through full licensure
prior to ever receiving a foster child in their home.
Kinship foster parents are initially motivated by the relative’s child who needs care, and
depending on the state, may not have to be licensed to take the child, or may be encouraged by
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the CWS into a voluntary kinship arrangement. Harden, Meisch, Bick and Pandohie-Johnson
(2007) surveyed 90 foster mothers, 40 of whom were kinship caregivers, with an assessment of
foster parent attitudes, and found there were no differences between traditional foster parents and
kinship parents, suggesting the attitudes required for foster parenting are similar, regardless of
the relationship to the child (pg. 889).
Cole (2005) found that both kin and nonkin foster parents agreed that “rescuing abused
or neglected children” was a motivator for providing care, but 66.7% of nonkin caregivers
strongly agreed with this as a reason, as opposed to 38.2% of the kinship caregivers (pg. 447). In
the same study, 91.7% of kin strongly disagreed that financial gain was a motivation, while only
79.4% of nonkin caregivers disagreed with the statement (pg. 448). This shows that the
motivation for caring for children is different between traditional foster parents and kinship
caregivers.
Caregiver readiness. Denby, Brinson, Cross and Bowmer (2015) found that caregivers
of all ethnicities report similar readiness, capacity, motivation and abilities with respect to caring
for their relative’s children (pp. 477). Denby et al. (2015) found increased kinship caregiver
stress and strain was correlated with negative caregiver traits, such as lower levels of readiness,
lower capacity to parent, less social support, less motivation to care or likelihood to continue to
care, and less positive perceptions in general and of the child’s well-being (pg. 474). Stein (2014)
found that informal kinship caregivers were in poorer health versus kinship foster parents and
traditional foster parents. Swann and Sylvester (2006) found that kinship families involved with
the child welfare system were more vulnerable on some individual characteristic measures than
those involved in informal care, specifically, older caregivers were more likely to be involved
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with the CWS. However, the same research found that poor families with incomes below the
federal poverty line are less likely to be involved with the CWS (Swann & Sylvester, 2006).
Caregiver support. Gleeson, Hsieh, and Cryer-Coupet (2016) found a complex
relationship between social support, family competence, family resources and parenting stress in
informal families. Lower parenting stress was associated with more helpful social support
systems and healthier families. Family resources both mediated and moderated the effects of
social support and family competence on parenting stress (Gleeson, Hsieh, & Cryer-Coupet,
2016, pg. 39).
Informal caregivers experience stress in their relationships with the birth parents (Lee,
Clarkson-Hendrix, & Lee, 2016). Grandparents in informal kinship care report worse health and
emotional well-being compared to younger caregivers such as aunts (Lee, Clarkson-Hendrix, &
Lee, 2016). The same study found that the majority of informal kinship caregivers lived below
the median household income, under the same financial strain, and their unmet needs were a
significant predictor of stress (Lee, Clarkson-Hendrix, & Lee, 2016).
Traditional foster parents were more likely to use respite care, while kinship foster
parents were more likely to attend a support group (Berrick, Boyd, & Wiegmann, 2016). The
same sample indicated that traditional foster parents had greater social support from their
networks than kinship foster parents (Berrick, Boyd, & Wiegmann, 2016).
In studies on informal kinship families, researchers found that families with lower
household incomes reported higher needs for basic resources as well as social support (Lee,
Choi, & Clarkson-Hendrix, 2016). Rushovick et al (2017) found that children in informal kinship
care need more financial assistance for food and necessities than children in kinship foster care,
and claim that what is available for children in informal care is not sufficient to meet family
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needs. A metaanalysis on kinship caregivers’ utilization of services by Coleman and Wu (2016)
found that although children and their kinship caregivers were clearly in need of services, service
use was low.
Caregiver training. Traditional foster parents and most kinship foster parents receive
training from the CWS to care for children. Traditional foster families in California were more
likely to participate in training than kinship families (Berrick, Boyd, & Wiegmann, 2016).
Unlicensed kinship families, voluntary kinship families and private kinship families do not
usually receive any training to care for children. Shore, Sim, Le Prohn, & Keller (2002)
recommend training on early intervention, trauma, and the availability of resources for all
kinship families.
Researchers have found positive effects of caregiver training for children. Price et al.
(2008) found that foster parent training had a significant effect on positive exits from foster care,
that is, either a reunification with a birth parent or adoption (pg. 72). Researchers believe that
foster parent training may have assisted foster parents to decrease the rate of child behavior
problems, which in turn mitigated negative placement disruptions (pg. 73).
Highlighting the positive effects of caregiver training, a study by Chamberlain, Moreland
and Reid (1992) looked at foster caregivers in three groups- a group that received services as
usual, a group that received extra money, and a group that received enhanced training and extra
money. Their results showed that training and extra money made the biggest difference in the
retention of foster parents, in addition to improving the foster caregiver's capacity to care for
children in terms of discipline (pg. 398). This study also shows that simply increasing money did
not improve caregiving capacity.
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As safety and well-being are also goals of child welfare intervention, the results from the
Chamberlain et al. (1992) study provides evidence that a training component for kinship families
may be critical. Based on the importance of home environment as related to the development of
children in foster care, Stahmer et al. (2009) recommend additional training for all caregivers,
specifically calling out kinship caregivers, which will encourage the development of children
with delays (pg. 610). Harden et al. (2007) conclude therefore that the training, monitoring, and
support of kinship caregivers should be similar to what traditional foster parents receive (pg.
889).
The training needs of kinship families differ from those of traditional foster families.
Some researchers believe that grandparents are more vulnerable to higher amounts of parenting
stress than other kinship caregivers due to the guilt and shame they may feel from their own
children’s failure to parent (Lee, Clarkson-Hendrix, & Lee, 2016; Gleeson, 2009). In addition,
birth parents may also have a different way of relating to their parents as caregivers versus other
family relationships. Kiraly and Humphreys (2015) found that some birth parents felt their own
issues as parents stemmed from their relationship with their parents, and it was difficult to accept
that their parent was now the caregiver of their child (pg. 110). There is a very real concern that
if family patterns are not addressed, generational trauma can continue (Crumbly, 1994). This
highlights a need for kinship-specific training that some states, such as Tennessee and Nevada,
make available.
Consistent with previous literature, a study by Feldman and Fertig (2013) found that
support and finances are at the core of kinship families’ needs; programming should be offered
to address finances and support; and CWS workers should be trained in family work, advocacy,
crisis, and knowledge of community resources. Woodruff, Murray, and Rushovich (2014) found
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that knowledge of resources, support, legal services, and financial options are needed by kinship
families.
Outcomes for Children in Nonparental Care
This section will examine the research on the differences in outcomes for children in
nonparental care. Gleeson (2012) makes it clear that most of the literature on this topic really
only focuses on the differences between children in kinship foster care and traditional foster care.
Research is lacking on child outcomes for children in nonpublic kinship care versus public
kinship care versus traditional foster care.
The body of research has also mostly focused on families involved in the public child
welfare system, because research is easier to conduct on known populations. Multiple studies
have found kinship care to have an advantage over traditional foster care, and this research has
been restated so many times that some in policy and administration simply accept without
question that kinship care is always preferable to traditional foster care. However, most of this
research does not break the group of public kinship caregivers into licensed and unlicensed kin.
Studies that have broken out these two populations within public nonparental care, which differ
at least based on resources available, have found that outcomes for some safety and permanency
variables for children in unlicensed kinship care are worse than those in traditional foster care
and licensed kinship care (e.g. Wu, 2016; Nieto, Fuller & Testa, 2009).
For nonpublic kinship care, the limited research has not focused on private versus
voluntary kinship care. Instead researchers have considered these one group called “informal”
kinship care. In addition, literature on nonpublic kinship care is more limited because these
families are not captured in child welfare data (Cuddeback, 2004; Whitley, Kelley, Williams &
Mabry, 2007).
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Children who do not live with either parent, also described as children in nonparental
care, have poorer long-term outcomes than children living with either one or both parents
(Bramlett, Radel & Chow, 2017). Research also shows that children in kinship care experience
more issues than children in the general population (Pruchno, 1999; Altshuler, 1998). Outcomes
for children in nonparental care are poor when compared to children in the general population
(Radel, 2014), but comparing outcomes for children in different types of nonparental care is not
fully developed because most existing research does not differentiate between all five types of
nonparental care as set out in this research. Children in one type of nonparental care may fare
better on some variables but worse on others than those in a different setting. One limitation in
the existing literature on nonparental family outcomes is that the research designs rarely account
for complex types of nonparental families. Research that lumps together distinct groups in child
welfare practice could potentially be masking differences that are critical to understand in order
to improve the outcomes for children in nonparental care.
The child welfare system is a group of services designed to promote the well-being of
children by ensuring safety, achieving permanency, and strengthening families to care for their
children successfully (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2013). Child welfare systems are
complex, and their specific procedures vary widely by state. This section of the literature review
will be organized by looking at how the CWS goals of safety, permanency, and well-being are
met in the variety of nonparental family types.
Safety. Safety is a key child welfare system goal when children are removed from their
parents and placed in out-of-home care. Multiple studies have found that children in kinship
foster care are equally safe as children in non-kin foster care (Koh & Testa, 2011; Winokur,
2008; Testa, 2010). Neito, Fuller and Testa (2009) did a study that looked at the license status of
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the caregivers of children in public child welfare and compared that status with safety outcomes.
They found that the effects of license status and placement type were significant in predicting
maltreatment in care. Children in unlicensed kinship care were at a 14% higher risk of an
indicated maltreatment report compared to traditional foster care. However, they found children
in licensed kinship foster care were 33% less likely to experience maltreatment in care compared
to traditional foster caregivers.
Permanency. Permanency is the second goal of the child welfare system (ACF, 2018),
and results for kinship care are mixed depending on the permanency variable and the type of
family. Permanency describes both the stability of the child in nonparental care and the longterm outcome for the child once they leave care, encompassing both stability in care and the long
term legal outcome for the child, such as reunification, adoption, or guardianship. Generally,
when looking at permanency, child welfare practice is concerned with addressing if the child
welfare agency make good decisions with regards to returning a child to parents and provide
services to prevent the child’s re-entry into the CWS, if the child in a stable placement now, and
how many placement changes did the child experience while in state custody, if efforts were
made to keep the child with siblings and in a kinship home, and if the permanency goal (e.g.
reunification, adoption, guardianship) and all subsequent and concurrent goals were established
in a timely manner, and if the goals were appropriate. Both placement stability and permanency
outcomes will be discussed in the following sections.
Placement stability. Children in kinship foster care experience similar or increased
placement stability than children in traditional foster care (Koh, 2010; Koh & Testa, 2008; Zinn
& Deloursey, 2006; Strozier & Krisman, 2007). Rolack et al (2009) looked at children’s time in
the CWS and categorized children into two groups: a stable group and a mover group. They
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found that children placed with kin caregivers were more likely to be in a stable population: 67%
of the stable group but only 26% of the mover group were ever placed with kin. However, the
study did uncover a difference between licensed kinship foster caregivers and unlicensed kinship
caregivers. A critical part of this study found that kin caregivers in stable cases were more likely
to be licensed (56%) than kin caregivers in mover cases, who were less likely to be licensed
(19%). This study highlights a benefit of licensed kinship foster parents over unlicensed kinship
caregivers in regard to placement stability. This study points to the value of licensing kinship
families involved in the CWS.
Other studies confirm that children in licensed kinship foster care are less likely to
experience placement disruption than children in traditional foster care (Chamberlain et al.,
2006; Price, Chamberlain, Landsverk, Reid, Leve, Laurent, 2008). Price et al. (2008) conclude
placing a child in foster care with a relative is supportive of early placement stability (pg. 72). In
addition to increased placement stability while in foster care, reentry to traditional foster care
after exiting the public child welfare system is less likely if children were in kinship foster care
versus traditional foster care (Courtney, 1997; Needell, 1996; Wells Guo, 1999, Frame &
Berrick, 2000).
Lee et al. (2017) explored placement stability in a sample of nonpublic kinship caregivers
which was matched with administrative data. In general, they found nonpublic kinship caregivers
were able to provide stability for children in their homes. However, Lee et al. also found that
children with any CPS reports prior to moving in with the kinship caregiver were more likely to
experience placement disruption than children without prior reports (pg. 100). This supports a
potential argument for more involvement of the CWS when children come to the attention of the
child welfare agency.
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In regard to nonpublic kinship families, Lee et al. (2017) noted a pattern of increased
placement instability in households with lower incomes, and found infants were five times more
likely than older children to disrupt in their placement and enter traditional foster care from
nonpublic kinship care. Wu (2016) found that younger children who come to the attention of the
CWS were more likely to be diverted into voluntary kinship care. The findings from Lee et al.
(2017) and Wu (2016) are disturbing when looked at together.
Lee et al. (2017) also found that the longer a child had been in kinship care, the less likely
they would be to enter the foster care system with strangers (pg. 100). The researchers suggest
strongly that child welfare systems that rely on a practice of diverting children into voluntary
kinship placements should include a level of support comparable to what is provided children in
public foster care. They state a concern with maltreated children who become “invisible” when
they enter voluntary kinship care, as their research shows that these children have and do come
to the attention of the child welfare system (Lee et al., 2017, pg. 105). The researchers suggest
diversion into voluntary kinship care by the child welfare system can be a permanency option for
children, but one “that should be supported with financial assistance and not just as a cost-saving
measure for the child welfare system” (pg. 106).
Permanency outcomes. The three preferred permanency outcomes that the child welfare
system works toward are reunification with parents, adoption with a kinship family or foster
family, or guardianship (ACF, 2018). One role of the CWS is helping children find permanency
with kin, or with adoptive families for children who cannot be returned to their biological parents
safely. Among children who enter the public system, most will return safely to the care of their
own families or go to live with relatives or an adoptive family (Child Welfare Information
Gateway, 2013).
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Reunification. When children enter the foster care system, the state also provides
reunification services to the birth parents in addition to supervising visitations. When examining
the difference in permanency between private and voluntary kinship families, researchers found
that caregivers of children in private kinship care were less likely to believe that the situation
would last throughout childhood than voluntary kinship caregivers, leading them to speculate
that perhaps private kinship caregivers had some hope for reunification with parents (Bramlett,
Radel, & Chow, 2017). However, birth parents of children in nonpublic kinship care are not
provided reunification services, and many children in informal kinship families are not reunified
with parents. 46% of informal caregivers had no knowledge of permanency planning (Monahan,
Smith & Green, 2013; Lawrence-Webb et al., 2003).
Birth parent contact for children in private and voluntary kinship care settings is not
mandated or supervised by the child welfare system, as there is no CWS oversight of these
families. Children in private and voluntary kinship care homes may be at risk where there is
codependence with the birth parent on the part of the kinship caregiver. Researchers have found
that codependency can occur in family systems experiencing family dysfunction or trauma. A
study by Fuller and Warner (2000) found that family stress, manifesting as parents who struggle
with substance abuse, mental illness, or physical illness, is a predictor of codependency.
Codependence can be an issue when the kinship caregiver is unable to put the needs of the child
over the adult parent, or is unable to see potential safety issues with the adult parent.
Codependency can manifest as negative or difficult family system “legacies and life cycles”
where “pre-existing problems may intensify” (Crumbly, 1997, pg 3; Barth, Courtney, Berrick &
Albert, 1994, pg 260).
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Kiraly and Humphreys (2015) found the trauma of formal separation of children from
birth parents caused birth parents to report spiraling down into greater substance abuse (pg. 112,
2015), meaning that birth parents involved with the CWS may have a harder time coming to
terms with their situation than parents who are not involved with the CWS. Birth parent contact
in the CWS setting is usually mandated by the CWS and supervised either by an agent of the
CWS, or by the kinship or foster parent. Children who have visits with their birth parents are
more likely to reunify (https://www.childwelfare.gov/pubPDFs/reunification.pdf). However,
birth parents reported that visits with their children supervised by the kinship caregiver were
difficult, as parents felt pitted against their family member due to the involvement of CWS,
which amplified issues of power and control (Kiraly & Humhpreys, 2015). Ryan et. al (2016)
found that youth placed in licensed kinship foster homes were the least likely to achieve
reunification compared with youth placed in traditional foster homes and unlicensed kinship
foster homes.
Adoption. Bramlett et al. (2017), using data from the National Survey of Children in
Nonparental Care [NSCNC], found that caregivers of children in public kinship care were more
likely to say they have plans to adopt than caregivers of children in private kinship care, 31%
versus 14.3%. Multiple studies have found that kinship foster parents are less likely to adopt than
non-kin foster parents (Testa & Shook, 1996; Berrick, 1994; Yorker, 1998). Some reasons
include the fact that relatives often don’t feel comfortable formally changing their relationship to
the child by becoming the legal parent, and may not be willing to give up hope that the birth
parent will be able to parent again (Rosenthal & Hegar, 2016). The Child Welfare Information
Gateway (2016) found that the number of adoptions from foster care have been decreasing since
2008. States differ in their rate of adoption based on population. For example, Alaska, one of the
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least populous states, has the highest rate of total adoptions per 100,000 adults, while California
has one of the lowest (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2016).
Guardianship. Because research showed that relatives were less likely to adopt, the
nonpartisan Pew Commission recommended folding subsidized guardianship (KinGAP) into the
federal assistance entitlement in IV-E. This recommendation was largely based upon rigorous
evaluation findings demonstrating that guardianship subsidies were a cost-effective permanency
alternative as opposed to retaining children in administratively more burdensome, long-term
foster care (Children and Family Research Center, 2005). This option was made available to the
states with the Fostering Connections Act of 2008. However, nonpublic kinship families and
unlicensed kinship families are unable to access KinGAP. The requirement is that the caregiver
must be licensed, have the child for six months, and adoption must be ruled out for the child.
Bramlett et al. (2017) found that caregivers of children in private kinship care had formal
custody (guardianship or custody) in only 57.4% of cases, a far lower percentage than any other
group. They noted that these children “do not have institutional advocates for permanency.” The
researchers highlight that one benefit of CWS involvement in public is in terms of permanence
for children (Bramlett, Radel, & Chow, 2017, pg. 57).
Well-being. Along with the need to establish the safety of children and achieve
permanent family relationships, the Administration for Children, Youth and Families (ACYF)
holds that the well-being of children who have been victims of maltreatment is also a federal
priority (Casey Family Programs, 2015). Well-being is the final goal in the child welfare system,
although the hardest to operationalize. In general, children in non-parental care seem to be at risk
of lower levels of well-being than other children (Vandivere et. al, 2012).
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Studies have shown that children in foster care, and more broadly, children in
nonparental care, experience more Adverse Childhood Experiences [ACEs] than children in the
general population. ACEs include: ACEs include physical, sexual, emotional abuse, physical and
emotional neglect, witnessing domestic violence, household substance abuse, incarceration of a
family member, household mental illness, and parental separation or divorce (SAMHSA, 2018).
In terms of these ACEs, results from the 2013 NSCNC found significant differences
between the groups. Children who had ever lived with a parent who was incarcerated were more
likely to be in kinship foster care. 70.2% of children in voluntary kinship care lived with
someone who had drug or alcohol problems and 63% of those had also experienced parental
incarceration. Children who had ever lived with a parent who had died were more likely to be in
nonpublic kinship care.
Rosenthal and Hegar (2016) compared 10 childhood well-being indicators between
kinship adoption and nonkin adoption, kinship foster care and nonkinship foster care, and
kinship guardianship and nonkinship guardianship. In the 30 comparisons, 24 favored kinship
settings and 6 favored nonkinship settings. For the purposes of organizing the existing literature,
well-being will be defined using the ACYF framework which describes four dimensions of wellbeing: behavioral and emotional functioning, cognitive functioning, physical health and
development, and social functioning (Casey Family Programs, 2015).
Behavioral functioning. Font (2015) found no difference in behavior issues between
children in kinship foster care and nonkinship foster care, refuting earlier research claims that the
behavior of children in kinship foster care is better, or is moderated by the family relationship.
Font (2015) did find that but foster caregivers report higher levels of behavior problems than kin,
which may be because kinship caregivers are less likely to identify issues with their family that
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traditional foster parents. Font’s (2015) research provides evidence that children in traditional
foster care are only reported as having higher needs than those in kinship care. It has been
hypothesized that kinship foster parents are less likely to report negative behaviors, so there is
the possibility of a caregiver report bias.
When rated by their teachers, children in kinship foster care had significantly higher
scores on a delinquent behavior scale than children in traditional foster care. However, the
kinship foster parents rated children in their home as less problematic than traditional foster
parents (Shore, Sim, Le Prohn, & Keller, 2002). The researchers also offer an explanation of this
difference as rater effects, with kin being less likely to rate the behavior of their relative as
problematic when compared to non-relatives, leading to potentially under-reporting of behavior
(pg. 127). Rosenthal and Hegal (2016) also found that traditional foster care parents reported
higher behavior issues than kinship foster parents, suggesting perhaps that traditional foster
parents are harder on the children in their homes than kinship caregivers (pg. 250).
Children in kinship foster care in California were more likely to have therapy while
children in traditional foster care more likely to participate in summer camp and other programs
offered by the agency (Berrick, Boyd, & Wiegmann, 2016). Winokur, Holtan and Valentine
(2009) found children in traditional foster care were 2.2 times more likely to experience mental
illness than children in kinship foster care. Wu (2016) found that children in private kinship care
had fewer behavioral problems than children in voluntary kinship care, again highlighting an
area concern for voluntary kinship families.
Cognitive functioning. Shore et al. (2002) found that youth in kinship foster care are
doing well in school and at home. However, Font (2015) found that reading scores of children in
kinship foster care were significantly lower than children in nonkin foster care. Rosenthal and
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Hegar (2016) found that children in kinship foster care had worse academic performance than
children in traditional foster care. Combined with research showing that kinship caregivers are
less likely to have completed high school or college than traditional foster parents, academic
outcomes are a potential concern for children in kinship families as education is essential to
effective integration into adult life (Winokur, Holtan & Batchelder, 2015).
Physical health and development. Wu (2016) looked at the health outcomes for children
in kinship care and found that those children who were diverted from the public system into
voluntary kinship care had worse health outcomes than children in kinship foster care, but the
results were not statistically significant.
Data from the 2013 NSCNC study found that children in nonpublic kinship care were
rated by their caregivers to be in overall excellent or very good health 81.7% of the time, versus
70.7% of children in public kinship care, but when asked specifically about mental health and
physical health conditions, the two groups look almost exactly the same. Surprisingly, based on
caregiver assessment of overall health, the caregivers of children in nonpublic kinship care were
more likely to say that the children had special health care needs than the caregivers of children
in public kinship care. Researchers explain this could be due to nonpublic kinship caregivers
being afraid to ask for help for fear of being seen as not capable (Bramlett et al, 2017)
Stahmer et al. (2009) examined the developmental and behavioral status of children by
the intensity of child welfare system involvement using the National Survey of Child and
Adolescent Well-being (NSCAW), a nationally representative sample. They found that initially
there was an interaction between the intensity of CWS caseworker involvement and the
developmental status of the child. However, the study found that in general, all children
improved over time in their developmental and language scores, not as a function of child
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welfare involvement, but rather of their home environment. The authors argue that this shows
foster care, as operationalized by child welfare involvement, does not have a negative effect on
child functioning (Stahmer et al., 2009, pg. 609). Other studies have suggested that a supportive,
enriched out-of-home environment for children in foster care is necessary to support children’s
development (Minty, 1999). Again, when taken with studies that show kinship families have
fewer resources than traditional foster parents, these studies point out potential vulnerabilities in
all kinship homes, but especially those in private and voluntary homes.
Social-emotional functioning. Social-emotional development includes the child’s
experience, expression, and management of emotions and the ability to establish positive and
rewarding relationships with others (Cohen et al, 2005). It encompasses both intra- and
interpersonal processes. Healthy social-emotional development for infants and toddlers unfolds
in an interpersonal context, namely that of positive ongoing relationships with familiar, nurturing
adults. Children use relationships with adults in many ways: for reassurance that they are safe,
for assistance in alleviating distress, for help with emotion regulation, and for social approval or
encouragement. Establishing close relationships with adults is related to children’s emotional
security, sense of self, and evolving understanding of the world around them. In general, all
types of kinship care have an advantage over traditional foster care in that children remain with a
family member who they know and who loves them. Wilson & Conroy (1999) found that
children’s experiences in traditional foster care versus public kinship care were relatively
positive, but that children in kinship care were more likely to indicate they felt “always” loved
than their peers in traditional foster care. However, children in both groups were equally likely to
say they felt “always” safe (Wilson & Conroy, 1999).
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In a meta-analysis, Xu and Bright (2018) found that children in kinship care exhibited
better mental health outcomes than children in non-kinship care, however, the associations
between kinship care and children's mental health in regression models were mixed across
studies. The associations depended on research designs and whether statistical models addressed
selection bias and controlled for confounders. This review also identified that child maltreatment
related factors, placement related factors, child level factors, foster caregiver level factors, foster
family environmental level factors, and neighborhood level factors were associated with foster
children's mental health.
Macrosystem: Federal Law and Litigation
While the primary responsibility for child welfare services rests with the states, the
Federal Government plays a major role in supporting states in the delivery of services through
funding of programs and legislative initiatives (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2013).
Many of the child outcomes described in the previous section have been defined in federal
legislation around child welfare. Research on outcomes for children has informed federal
policies around what is expected of child welfare systems, which, through financial penalties and
incentives, strengthens the feedback loop between state child welfare systems and the federal
government with a goal of improving child outcomes. Federal law has embraced kinship
placement in stages over several decades (Rosenthal & Hegar, 2016). This section will outline
the Federal laws related to kinship care as well as litigation that has changed the landscape for
kinship care.
Child welfare practice is shaped by state policies, which are governed by federal policy
as well as the results of litigation. Major federal legislation concerning children in nonparental
care that will be discussed here include the Title IV-B and Title IV-E of the Social Security Act
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(SSA). This section will explore the various federal laws that govern some aspects of state’s
child welfare policies, and will highlight major litigation that has also shaped state policy and
practice, specifically in regard to the notification, placement, licensing and payment of kinship
families.
Evolution of federal child welfare policies. The United States child welfare system has
evolved based on changing beliefs about the roles of federal and state governments in the
oversight of maltreated children. Is the role to of the CWS to keep children safe at all costs, or to
preserve the family? These tensions are apparent in law, policy, and practice. State child welfare
systems struggle to both define and achieve appropriate results (cite). Historically, states have set
their own child welfare policy agendas. However, the federal government’s role has increased as
requirements attached to state drawdown of federal funding requires adherence to federal
priorities for child outcomes.
The major child welfare legislation is the Social Security Act (SSA) of 1935, which
authorized the federal grants for child welfare services. The availability of federal grants served
as motivation for states to establish child welfare agencies and to deliver child welfare services.
Over the next several decades, federal funding for child welfare services increased, but states
were required to match federal grants with state funds. Every major child welfare legislation
amending the SSA passed since the 1980’s have contained provisions that affect kinship
caregivers, including: Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act, the Family Preservation and
Family Support Program, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act,
the Stable Families, Adoption and Safe Families Act, and the Fostering Connections Act.
The Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980 (PL. 96-272) introduced
concepts of permanency and "reasonable efforts" as the benchmarks for child welfare services.
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The law required child welfare agencies to make "reasonable efforts" to keep children with their
parents and, if it became necessary for children to be removed from their home, "reasonable
efforts" to reunify children with their parents. This legislation was very focused on keeping
children with family.
In 1993 Congress enacted the Family Preservation and Family Support Program (P.L.
103-66), to provide funding to states for family preservation and community-based family
support services. This program is now called Promoting Safe and Stable Families and is Title IVB of the SSA.
The IV-E Child Welfare Waivers Program of the SSA was authorized by Congress in
1994. The waiver program gives states greater spending flexibility in with otherwise inflexible
categorical funding while maintaining the basic child protection entitlement. The program’s goal
is to ensure that federal dollars are invested in evidence-based innovations (Child and Family
Research Center, 2005). Section 1130 of the Social Security Act gives states an important but
underutilized option to help determine “what works” permitting as many as ten states per year to
conduct demonstration projects by waiving certain requirements of titles IV-B and IV-E to
facilitate the demonstration of new approaches to the delivery of child welfare services.
The use of kinship care as a child welfare placement option grew dramatically after the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act [PRWORA] of 1996, gave
priority to kinship care as a placement option for children in out-of-home care (Geen & Berrick,
2002). Under PRWORA, Congress required States to “consider giving preference to an adult
relative over a non-related caregiver when determining a placement for a child, provided that the
relative caregiver meets all relevant State child protection standards.” (P.L 104-193).
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In 1997, the Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA) revisited the The Adoption
Assistance and Child Welfare Act and made sweeping changes that focused on ensuring that
children were safe, and lessened the focus on keeping children with their family at all costs. The
CWS was still required to provide reasonable efforts but only for a specific time period, after
which the state should act to terminate the rights of the parent and ensure the child exited foster
care through adoption, guardianship, or “another permanent planned living arrangement”, the
most desirable outcome being adoption. ASFA put court timelines in place for children to exit
foster care, promoted adoption and adoption incentives for states, and provided for subsidies for
adoptive families. Thus, the pendulum swung from family-focused to child-focused legislation.
However, ASFA’s adoption incentives created an unintended consequence for the states.
As the use of traditional foster families was decreasing and the use of relative placements was
increasing, states found relatives were more resistant to adoption. Child welfare advocates
acknowledged that relatives might be less willing to adopt, not wanting to change their
relationship to the child or take the place of the biological parent, often their own son or daughter
(Children’s Defense Fund, 2010). Relatives were more willing to be the permanent guardian for
children, which allowed children to exit foster care. However, states were losing out on federal
funding by failing to meet adoption incentives.
The Fostering Connections to Success and Increasing Adoptions Act (FCA) of 2008 was
a sweeping child welfare legislation that enacted the most child welfare changes since ASFA
(Demirjian, 2008). Most notably, the law made changes to the Social Security Act that would
allow states to use Title IV-E funding to create subsidized guardianship programs for licensed
relatives not able or willing to adopt. However, it is important to note that in all states with
KinGap, unlicensed families will not have the KINGAP option, as being licensed is a
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requirement to accessing the benefit. The FCA also included provisions to support foster children
until the age of 21 instead of 18, to provide Family Connection grants to support, among other
programs, Kinship Navigator programs, to require child welfare agencies to make reasonable
efforts to place siblings together, to provide for licensing waivers made only on a case-by-case
basis for non-safety standards (as determined by the State) in relative foster family homes for
specific children in care, and importantly, to require states to notify all adult relatives of a child
in foster care within 30 days of removal from the biological parents (Fostering Connections to
Success and Increasing Adoptions Act, 2008).
A key component of this FCA legislation was the Family Connection Grants. These
grants were given to state and local agencies to administer pilot programs that could provide
evidence for other solutions outside of foster care such as family preservation, family-finding
efforts, and the Kinship Navigator programs (Demirjian, 2008; Children’s Bureau Express,
2010). Funding was appropriated for fiscal years 2009-2013, with funding to a new grantee
lasting no more than three years (FCA, 2008), essentially putting an end to the grant program in
fiscal year 2015. However, the research from the Kinship Navigator programs that were funded
provided valuable insight into how states were using voluntary kinship care and unlicensed
kinship care (Wallace, Hernandez & Treinen, 2015)6.
Litigation. Litigation has also played a role in the evolution of state child welfare
policies in regard to kin. The 1979 Supreme Court decision Miller v. Youakim required child
welfare agencies to pay kinship caregivers the same rate foster parents are paid, as long as they
meet the same requirements as foster parents (440 U.S. 125). The court found that the preference
for kinship care placements over unfamiliar foster parents was plainly expressed throughout the

6

See Appendix F for more information on Kinship Navigator Programs.
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legislative account, and they did not agree that any distinction should be made between foster
parents and kinship caregivers in regard to payment (Miller v. Youakim, 1979). Although this
theoretically placed kinship caregivers on a par with foster care parents, this also meant relative
caregivers have to meet the same exacting licensing standards as foster parents before the state
can apply for the federal foster care funding that would be dispersed to them.
Since the Miller decision some states adopted specific kinship foster care programs while
others resisted paying foster care reimbursements to kin. However, many states do not require
relatives to becomes licensed caregivers to care for a child who is a ward of the state. While
Miller v. Youakim requires states to pay relatives the same rate as foster parents if they meet the
same standards, many states simply don’t require relatives to meet those same licensing
standards. This loophole involves the difference between placement and licensing.
As discussed, PRWORA required states give preference for relative placements.
However, each state dictates separate requirements for foster parent licensing. These licensing
requirements can go far beyond what is required to meet the lower standards for placement. An
example is the specific number and use of bedrooms for children. Relatives who meet the child
protection standards for placement and already have children placed in their home may be
surprised to learn they do not meet the licensing requirements concerning number and use of
bedrooms, and that their states therefore do not need to reimburse them for taking the child. And
while FCA allowed states to provide case-by-case waivers of non-safety related licensing
regulations, each state has interpreted this differently.
Both Oregon (1992) and California (1986) were successful in defending against lawsuits
that would have required them to pay state maintenance rates to public kinship caregivers. In
Oregon and California, the court found the states had the right to deny foster care maintenance
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payments to public kinship caregivers by finding states had a legitimate purpose “to achieve the
goal of providing of maximum amount of needed foster care with available public funds.”
(CWLA, 1994). Oregon does not offer children in license-approve kinship foster care a subisdy
if the child is IV-E ineligible (Berrick, Boyd, & Wiegmann, 2016).. California has since
reformed their child welfare policies and now are required to pay licensed kin the same as foster
parents (California Department of Social Services, 2017).
The 2017 Sixth Circuit decision in D.O. v. Glisson goes farther than the Miller v.
Youakim decision, requiring states in the Sixth Circuit to pay foster care maintenance payments
to approved kinship families just as they would foster families. In Miller v. Youakim the U.S.
Supreme Court ruled that relatives who are “licensed” must receive monthly foster care
maintenance payments just like non-relatives who are “licensed.” D.O. v. Glisson reads Title IVE of the SSA closely, which states that federal foster care maintenance payments can be provided
if the child is placed in an approved or licensed family home, and stating that if the child welfare
agency approved a kinship family to care for the child in foster care, that is equivalent to
licensing. However, D.O. v. Glisson only applies to states in the sixth circuit. Because it is not
the law of the land, states like Nevada who approve but do not require licensing will be able to
continue the practice of placing with relatives without requiring licensing
Current legal landscape. The current principal sources of federal child welfare policy
remain Title IV-B and Title IV-E of the Social Security Act. Title IV-B provides federal funding
to states for child welfare services and Title IV-E provides federal funding as an open-ended
entitlement to states for foster care maintenance costs. Title IV-E does not subsidize the foster
care maintenance payments for all children in the care of the state; rather, eligibility is
determined by a number of criteria. Specifically, for a state to request Title IV E funding, the
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child has to have been formally removed from their parents through judicial determination and is
physically “removed from the home,” the child's birth family would have qualified for Aid to
Families with Dependent Children [AFDC] in 1996, the CWS is responsible for the placement
and care of the child, and the child is placed in an approved or licensed family home (SSA Title
IV-E). States are required to use their own funding to pay for children who are not Title IV-E
eligible. The percentage of eligibility varies by state, but in general hovers around of 50% of
children.
Exosystem: State Law and Child Welfare System Policy Interpretations of Federal
Guidance
The previous sections of this literature review have discussed federal law and litigation as
it relates to kinship care, nonparental family types, access to resources, and outcomes for both
caregivers and children. What is clear from the review is that children in nonparental care can
have distinctly different access to CWS supports and services depending on the type of
nonparental family in which they end up, and that process is somewhat influenced by the CWS.
Therefore, it becomes critical to understand if the federal child welfare legislation, which has the
intent to keep vulnerable children safe, in permanent homes, and promote child and family wellbeing (ACF, 2018) is having the intended effect. As shown in Chapter 1, every state looks
different in the usage of kinship care and foster care, so it is important to examine state’s
interpretations of federal guidance, which is either codified in state law or put into child welfare
policy and practice, and the potential influence on nonparental family formation.
The final section of this literature review explores how states interpret federal guidance in
their CWS policy and practice. Initial examples show that states have interpreted federal law
differently. This section explores key variables as outlined in the Social Security Act that each
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state may differ on in interpretation and CWS practice: notification, placement, diversion,
licensing, payment, and support.
Notification of relatives. The Fostering Connections Act requires that states notify all
adult relatives within 30 days of a child being placed in foster care. Tennessee provides full
disclosure on licensing requirements to potential relative and fictive kin placements prior to
placement, allowing those families to make a more informed decision on accepting children.
Multiple states report large-scale efforts to improve diligent search efforts to locate and notify all
relatives of a child in care within 30 days, as required by the Fostering Connections Act. This
thorough search will potentially identify family members more suited for licensing and may
increase success of the placement (Children’s Bureau, 2011).
Placement preferences for kin. PRWORA made changes to the Social Security Act that
required states to “consider giving preference to an adult relative over a non-related caregiver
when determining placement for a child, provided that the relative caregiver meets all relevant
State child protection standards,” in order for states to receive federal payments for foster care
and adoption assistance. States must meet these minimum standards to receive federal
reimbursement to cover costs associated with foster care placements. However, placement with a
relative does not mean that the relative is licensed and qualifies for support in all states. The
different standards for placement and licensing are what creates the group of unlicensed kinship
caregivers in the public system. This is problematic because research by Neito, Fuller and Testa
(2009) shows that when it comes to formal placements, children are safer in licensed non-kin
homes over unlicensed kinship homes. However, the same study showed that children are safest
in licensed kin homes, even over traditional foster homes.
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Diversion. Many states have a process to divert children from the child welfare system
and into voluntary kinship care (AEC, 2013) . Some are formal processes, some are informal
practices that result in diversion. The decision to divert or to formally remove can be a subjective
decision made by the caseworker (Wu, 2016) but is theoretically moderated by each state’s
policy. Nearly every state has a policy on diversion or use of voluntary kinship care. However,
due to the lack of continued CWS oversight, Knitzer (1982) mentioned that diverted children
may not receive necessary care or may be placed in inappropriate settings. Kinship Navigators
have expressed great concern that CWS workers are unwilling or unable to take the time to
explain the ramifications of taking on a child with voluntary placement (Rushovick et al., 2017).
One state that formally diverts kin families is Tennessee. Tennessee officials say they
provide “full disclosure” to the kinship caregiver at every opportunity, and give the caregiver the
option to become a kinship foster parent or to take the child voluntarily. However, whether the
full disclosure is understood by the caregiver has not been studied. Because the aforementioned
research on nonpublic families highlights their distrust of the CWS, this fear may be at play
when the agents of the CWS provide an option for families to become voluntary kinship
caregivers versus kinship foster caregivers.
The formalized process for kinship diversion in Tennessee can been seen as supportive
towards placing with kin but restrictive towards paying kin, and contributes to a greater
percentage of voluntary kinship families. Kinship families in TN must be approved if the child is
in the public foster care system, but kinship families have the option of a non-custodial route and
taking care of the child without the support and oversight of the child welfare system. In 2015,
70% of children who came to the attention of the Tennessee child welfare system ended up in
voluntary kinship care (TN DHHS administrative data, 2017).

76

Licensing. Not all states require kinship caregivers of a child in foster care to be licensed.
A recent policy brief by Generations United (2017) found that in about a third of all states,
kinship caregivers can be approved to care for a child in foster care without going through the
licensing process. In some states, like Nevada, the state can first place the foster child in an
unapproved kinship home and then the family can be licensed if they choose, with no time
restrictions. In some states, such as California and Tennessee, if the state is going to place a
foster child with a kinship caregiver, they have 90 and 120 days respectively to ensure the family
is fully licensed. In these states, it may mean no placement will occur if the state does not believe
the family will not meet the standards for licensure. And in some states, children in foster care
cannot be placed in a kinship home before the home is “approved” (GU, 2017). In Kentucky and
roughly a third of states, approval means the relative has gone through a home study and a
criminal background check, but has not been formally licensed as a foster parent (GU, 2017).
Licensing of traditional foster homes. Traditional foster homes are licensed by a process
regulated by state law and codified in the administrative code. Potential foster parents selfidentify and start the process to become a licensed home. This requires training and a home study
prior to ever receiving placement of an unrelated child. Licensing takes between 3 and 12
months. Every state has different requirements for licensing. Licensed foster homes receive
reimbursement per child, although the amount is different state to state (Duncan & Argys, 2007).
Kinship foster care licensing. The growing trend in child welfare placements is to place
children with relatives as opposed to non-kin foster parents. Formal kinship care has increased
over the past decades due in part to its well-documented advantages. In a review of the literature,
Geen (2003) found that relative homes are just as safe or safer than non-relative placements.
Children are less likely to be re-abused or neglected, they experience less placement moves, and
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are more likely to be kept with their siblings. If needed, kinship caregivers are more likely than
non-kin foster homes to provide permanency in the form of guardianship or adoption.
As discussed, the 1979 Supreme Court decision Miller v. Youakim requires child welfare
agencies to pay kinship caregivers the same rate foster parents are paid, as long as they meet the
same requirements of foster parents. The court found that the preference for kinship care
placements over unfamiliar foster parents was plainly expressed throughout the legislative
account, and they did not agree that any distinction should be made between foster parents and
kinship caregivers in regard to payment (Miller v. Youakim, 1979).
Although Miller v. Youakim (1979) ensures that kinship caregivers can receive the same
reimbursement as non-kin foster parents, and the SSA requires states to first seek placement with
a relative, relative caregivers still must meet the same exacting licensing standards as foster
parents before the state can apply for the federal foster care funding that would be dispersed to
them. This is potentially a huge disincentive for states as they have to incur the costs of the
licensing training prior to receiving any reimbursement and before the family receives funding.
However, a large number of formal kinship families are unable to be licensed. Oregon
has a restrictive policy towards licensing kinship families, not even having an option to be
licensed. California has a restrictive policy of licensing public kinship caregivers, as all kinship
families must meet the same standards for licensing and must be licensed within 90 days. Less
restrictive use of licensing policies for kin is apparent in Nevada. Kinship families who take
children already under protective custody can be licensed if they initiate the process and meet
licensing standards, or they can choose to remain unlicensed.
Licensing waivers. The Fostering Connections to Success and Increasing Adoptions Act
of 2008 (P.L. 110-351) amended Social Security Act section 471(a)(10) to allow child welfare
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agencies to waive, on a case-by-case basis, non-safety related licensing standards for relatives.
This would assist formal kinship families who were struggling to meet the rigid licensing
standards in their states to become licensed so states could then access the Title IV-E funding for
those families. This allows states to implement licensing waivers for non-safety related concerns.
The Act does not permit states to waive any disqualifying crimes under ASFA. Disqualifying
crimes include felony convictions or in-process cases for child abuse, neglect, child
pornography, specific violent crimes, and drug charges. However, in some jurisdictions, children
can still be placed with family members who have a disqualifying crime – the caregiver just will
not be able to be licensed. For example. in Clark County, NV judges have placed children with
relatives and fictive kin who have committed a disqualifying crime, and it is the policy of the
Clark County CWS to submit an order explaining their objection, as families with a disqualifying
crime will never be able to be licensed, even under a waiver process, therefore disqualifying
them from any financial support.
Successful waiver practices were highlighted in the 2011 report by the Children’s
Bureau. Minnesota created a child welfare dashboard that includes the “rate of relative care” as a
measured outcome to drive awareness to the caseworker level. North Dakota’s data system
captures the number of relatives licensed whereby a waiver was granted. The data system also
gathers information about foster youth who are placed in an unlicensed relative family foster
home, capturing the reasons why the relative is not licensed.
In 2011 all states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico were required to report to
Congress on the use of licensing waivers for the period of FY 2009. The report noted 26 states
reporting using licensing waivers, ranging in less than 1% of cases in Colorado to up to 75% of
cases in New Hampshire. 15 states still explicitly prohibited the use, and 11, including Nevada,
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did not report on the use of waivers. The report concluded that of the states that had been using
waivers effectively for many years, many reported improvements with placement stability. In
addition, states noted that more children were able to stay with family and more siblings could be
placed together.
Payment of kin. No matter how a child comes to live with a relative, most kinship
caregivers will soon discover their need for new forms of financial support, as caring for a
relative’s child or children can put a severe strain on household finances (Deby, 2015). Research
shows a striking number of kinship families are poor or living below the federal poverty line, and
kinship families are often pushed into impoverished conditions after they take on the additional
children (Alliance for Children’s Rights [AFCR], 2014).
The body of research consistently points to a lack of financial support as one of the main
issues faced by kinship families (e.g. Wallace and Lee, 2013). Because of availability of data, the
majority of comparison studies focus on formal kinship parents compared to non-related foster
parents. Almost all the studies have collected data on the income of kinship foster caregivers
have found that they are significantly poorer than non-kinship foster parents (Geen, 2001).
However, Duncan and Argys (2007) found that as foster payments increase, the number of
relative placements decreases. Therefore, states with higher foster care payment rates may have
higher use of traditional foster care and lower use of licensed and unlicensed kin.
Money makes both a tangible and intangible difference in the lives of low income parents
(Klevanov, Brooks-Gunn, & Duncan, 1994). Kinship foster families in California were more
likely to indicate their financial circumstances were “strained” than traditional foster parents
(Berrick, Boyd, & Wiegmann, 2016). Caregiver’s socioeconomic status affects child well-being
(Cuddleback, 2004). Erhle, Geen and Clark (2001) found 30-40% of informal kinship families
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had income below the federal poverty line, and stated that the healthy development of children in
informal care is threatened by these socioeconomic risk factors.
Caregivers of children in foster care who received no funding compared to those who
received funding reported they were in poorer health, received fewer services, and cared for
more challenging children (Berrick, Boyd, & Wiegmann, 2016). Rushovich, Murray, Woodruff
& Freeman (2017) found that a lack of financial resources provided to private and voluntary
kinship caregivers were critical barriers. The caregivers reported that a lack of financial
resources took away from their ability to provide adequate care (pg. 128). In addition, Kinship
Navigators felt that the lack of financial support would hurt the long-term permanency options
for the children in private and voluntary care.
There are two main sources of funding for kinship families. Public kinship families can
become licensed as foster parents and receive funding through Title IV-E of the SSA, just like
traditional foster parents. An alternative option is financial assistance from the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant from Title IV-A of the Social Security Act
authorized under the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Reconciliation Act. This is
available to unlicensed formal relative families and informal relative families (Refer to Table 1).
In most states, TANF is not available to any fictive kin, as a blood relationship is an eligibility
requirement (cite SSA). Lastly, a very small amount of Federal Funding was allocated for
Kinship Navigator Programs in 2009 through year 2015. These programs provided links to the
TANF and Title IV-E funding in addition to support services and referrals to kinship families.
Title IV-A. The money available to some informal kinship caregivers through the childonly TANF grant is much less than is available to kinship foster parents who are approved and/or
licensed by the state child welfare agency (AECF, 2012). For informal kinship families and
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unlicensed formal kinship families, a policy measure to assist kinship families exists in the form
of the TANF grant offered through the Division of Welfare. States receive TANF block grants
that allow them some discretion to design and operate programs that accomplish one of the four
main purposes of the Federal TANF program. One of the four primary purposes of TANF is to
“provide assistance to needy families so that children may be cared for in their own homes or in
the homes of relatives” (42 U.S.S S 601).[1]
Almost half of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) cases are “child-only
cases” which arise when no adult is included in the benefit calculation. This is available to
households where children are living with relatives instead of with their parents (Golden and
Hawkins, 2012). Children living with specified relatives other than their parents are eligible for
child-only TANF in all states (Golden and Hawkins, 2012). The TANF child-only grant provides
basic financial support to children cared for by relatives who are not legally responsible for them.
This grant is designed to alleviate the financial strain kinship caregivers face, but kinship
families are not utilizing it at effective rates (Gibbs, Kasten, Bir, Duncan & Hoover, 2005).
When a kinship family adopts a child, the child-only grant is no longer available to them. If the
family becomes a licensed foster parent, the grant will also no longer be available, but the
licensing reimbursement will be higher. However, if a family decides to just keep guardianship
or other less permanent forms of custody, the grant will remain available.
Multiple analyses indicate that few eligible households receive the child-only TANF
grants. In 1994, prior to welfare reform, 10-25% of kinship families received the child-only
welfare grant, despite the fact that 87% of children in those families were eligible, and 35% of
kinship families lived in poverty (Nelson et al., 2010). AECF (2012) reported that in 2012 the
number of kinship families receiving child-only TANF had dropped to national average of just
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12%, even though the majority of the children in those families were eligible, and 39% lived in
poverty. In some states, as few as five percent of kinship families receive TANF support
(Mauldon, Speiglman, Sogar,& Stagner, 2012).
Kinship families face challenges to connecting with the available financial support
offered through welfare. The first challenge is simply learning about the child-only TANF grant.
Receiving access to accurate information is a second challenge, because the child-only TANF
grants are distributed differently in each state (Nelson et al., 2010). A third challenge is
navigating the complex social services system and administrative requirements without support.
Finally, overcoming the stigma of asking for financial help can be problematic (AEC, 2012).
The first challenge kinship caregivers face is understanding their available financial
options. The growth of kinship families has seemingly outpaced clear information, policies and
training around access to such financial supports. Nelson et al. (2010) cite research that indicates
that TANF workers themselves are often unaware of kinship families’ eligibility for child-only
grants.
A second challenge is that child-only TANF is a state block grant and states have a great
deal of discretion in how they disperse the monies. Despite federal guidelines, eligibility varies
from state to state, as states determine their own rules. Grant sizes also vary according to state
(Nelson et al., 2010) and in some states the household income of the family is means tested
before administering benefits to the child, despite no federal requirement to do so. Anderson
(2006) summarizes the issue, “When coupled with wide differences in TANF payment rates,
children in similar circumstances receive widely different levels of public support depending
upon the state in which they live” (pg. 733).
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The third barrier to kinship caregivers receiving TANF is navigating the government
agencies that distribute the supports. Kinship caregivers often experience a lack of uniform
support from the various government agencies with which they come in contact. These
government agencies primarily include Social Service offices, and Child Welfare, and the two
agencies rarely work together to ensure a smooth referral process (AFCR, 2014). The technical
systems between government agencies are not linked and families can easily fall through cracks.
Case managers at the various offices are simply there to distribute benefits to eligible families,
not ensure each family has all the benefits for which they are eligible. In addition, complex
paperwork requirements may prevent families from applying for or receiving benefits (Nelson et
al., 2010). Families may lack the appropriate documentation verifying their relationship to the
child, such as birth certificates (AEC, 2012).
Finally, many kinship families feel there is a stigma attached to reaching out for help
through welfare, something that may be new to many of them (AEC, 2012). Gibbs et al. (2005)
suggests that some caregivers’ fear of the child welfare system could make them apprehensive to
seek out any services for the children or admit they need help. The unique and also diverse
characteristics of kinship care are not uniformly or well understood across human service
systems. Some relatives are shamed by welfare professionals when asking for help. There are
those professionals who believe family should help family with no financial support (AEC,
2013). In addition, some public and social work professionals hold the belief that family should
step in and do the right thing, and not expect any help from the government (AEC, 2013). This
message contributes to the stigma many kinship caregivers face in reaching out for financial
help: that family should care for family out of love, duty, and family obligation, and not for
money.
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It is important to note that TANF utilization rates of formal kinship families are higher
than informal families, since the TANF block grant may be part of a state strategy to fund
relative foster care (Lin, 2013). For example, in states that primarily rely on TANF to fund
kinship foster care, utilization of child-only TANF is as high at 49% (Mauldon et al., 2012), a
substantial increase over the national average of 12% (AECF, 2012).
To summarize, the reasons for the low utilization rate of the TANF grant may be
attributed to lack of information, a state’s restrictions on the grant or complicated application
process, or the stigma of applying for a welfare benefit. Because of this, kinship families are
often on their own when it comes to augmenting the support for their children.
Title IV-E. Foster care funds and adoption incentives are authorized under Title IV-E of
the Social Security Act. Funding is awarded by formula as an open-ended entitlement grant
based on the number of children in foster care whose biological families would have qualified
for the pre-TANF welfare program, Aid to Families with Dependent Children [AFDC], at time of
removal. This funding is contingent upon an approved Title IV-E agency to supervise the
administration of the program. These Title IV-E agencies are usually state-run child welfare
agencies. States are responsible for about 50% of the costs of foster care, with the rest coming
from the federal government.
When a child is taken into state protective custody and placed with a licensed foster
family, those foster parents receive financial support from the federal government to provide
necessities for the children in their care. When children are adopted, the federal government
makes federal funds available to the adoptive family and also pays the state for each adoption as
incentive for achieving permanency (Children’s Defense Fund, 2010; Adoption and Safe
Families Act, 1997).
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Contribution to Field
There is much evidence in the literature that children in nonparental households are an atrisk population when compared to the general population of children. This review showed there
is also evidence that the five types of nonparental care families are different in CSW oversight
and support on numerous dimensions, with the majority of children in nonparental care are in
private and voluntary kinship homes with little to no government oversight and services. Given
these children’s vulnerability and the limited CWS services available to the majority of kinship
households, this research is needed to examine further the range of situations under which nonparental households form, the similarities and differences across nonparental family types, and to
assess whether available CWS services and supports are reaching the intended target population
of at-risk children.
This research as thus far identified a gap in knowledge around how state law and child
welfare policy influences CWS decisions that form nonparental families.W hile there are
numerous factors contributing to the formation of nonparental family types, the goals of this
study are threefold. The first goal is to further define and understand nonparental family types
based on the nonparental family framework advanced by this study to fill gaps identified in the
literature on children in nonparental care. This study will be the first to combine available
secondary data sources in order will determine the percentage of each of the five nonparental
family types in both the U.S. and in each state over time. The second goal is to better understand
how all states have interpreted the federal child welfare legislation by looking closely at state law
and policy related to federal child welfare legislation.
The main contribution of this study is to provide a foundation to determine to what extent
state child welfare policy influences the resulting mix of nonparental families in each state.
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Specifically, the third goal of this study is to examine whether state child welfare policies on
notification, placement, diversion, licensing, and financial support related to kinship impact the
proportion of the five types of nonparental families in each state. By examining the potential role
of state CWS policy and practice on the formation of nonparental families, this study contributes
to several bodies of social work literature including child welfare policy, assessment, and
methodology; kinship care policy and assessment; and nonparental care. In addition, this
dissertation research may contribute to the policy field through enhancing the understanding of
the connections among federal law and its influence on state child welfare systems.
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Chapter 3. Methods
Introduction
This study seeks to fill the gaps identified in the literature review in three major areas.
The first is to further define and understand nonparental family types and to determine the
percentage of each of the five types in both the U.S. and in each state. The second is to better
understand how all states have interpreted the federal child welfare legislation. Finally, this study
seeks to advance the understanding of how state child welfare policy influences nonparental
family types.
This study works to fill the three areas identified as gaps in the literature by first creating
a database of secondary data sources and determining nonparental family types and composition
for each state and the U.S. Descriptive data will show detailed state-level differences of
nonparental family type compositions as well as changes over time. While current data shows
that states utilize foster care and kinship care differently, as described in Chapter 1 and shown in
Figures 1.2-1.3, data collected in this study will provide a much more detailed picture of how
states utilize nonparental care.
The second goal of the study is to more comprehensively explore how states interpret
federal child welfare legislation. The literature identified five policy areas related to federal child
welfare legislation that affect decisions around the use of kin: notification, placement, diversion,
licensing, and payment7. The second goal of the study will be addressed by researching state
level law and child welfare system policy in each state from the period of 2006-2015 and noting

Training and Support were also identified as potential variables, however data collection
barriers made it out of the reach of this study. They are discussed as areas for future research in
Chapter 5 and in Appendix F.
7
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any state-level law or policy that corresponds to federal legislation in the five policy areas. No
database currently contains all this information in one location.
The completed data set will contain cross-sectional data over a period of ten years that
will enable tracking of changes over time and potentially related to state law and policy changes
that may have occurred as a result of specific changes to federal child welfare legislation. The
main work of this study is aimed at addressing the third gap identified in the literature: to
understand the potential relationships between state law and child welfare policy and nonparental
family formation.
Research Questions
The gaps in the literature led to three main research questions.
1. Do states differ in nonparental family composition, using the framework of nonparental

family type as defined by this study?
2. Does an examination of state law and child welfare policy identify that states have

interpreted federal child welfare policy differently?
3. To what degree is a state’s law and or policy related to kinship care associated with

nonparental family type composition?
Based on the literature review and because of the complexity identified in policy data
collection which is noted in the following section, five specific policy variables are identified as
predictors in the final models: notification, placement, diversion, licensing, and subsidized
guardianship. Six models including the five policy predictor variables were formed to address
research question number 3, which is broken up into six models described in 3a-3f.
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3a.

To what degree does a state’s policy on relative notification, relative placement, formal

diversion practices, relative licensing requirement, and subsidized guardianship predict the
percentage of children under 18 in who are in foster care (FC)?
3b.

To what degree does a state’s policy on relative notification, relative placement, formal

diversion practices, relative licensing requirement, and subsidized guardianship predict the
percentage of children in foster care who are placed in a kinship home (KFC)?
3c.

To what degree does a state’s policy on relative notification, relative placement, formal

diversion practices, relative licensing requirement, and subsidized guardianship predict the
percentage of children in nonparental care who are in informal (private and diverted) kinship
care (NPFC 1+2)?
3d.

To what degree does a state’s policy on relative notification, relative placement, formal

diversion practices, relative licensing requirement, and subsidized guardianship predict the
percentage of children in nonparental care who are in an unlicensed kinship foster home
(NPFC 3)?
3e.

To what degree does a state’s policy on relative notification, relative placement, formal

diversion practices, relative licensing requirement, and subsidized guardianship predict the
percentage of children in nonparental care who are in a licensed kinship foster home (NPFC
4)?
3f.

To what degree does a state’s policy on relative notification, relative placement, formal

diversion practices, relative licensing requirement, and subsidized guardianship predict the
percentage of children in foster care who are in a traditional (non-kin) foster home (NPFC
5)?
Research Design
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Demographic data collection. Creating the dataset for analysis consisted of first
collecting and examining the secondary data sources and state policy variables for each state for
the years 2006-2015. Data was collected for all 50 states and D.C. for the years 2006-2015,
creating a data set N=510. Data for children in public nonparental care can be found in the
Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System [AFCARS] data sets 2006-2015.
AFCARS data does not contain any data on nonpublic kinship care, so it is necessary to add data
from the American Community Survey [ACS, which identifies the share of children under age
18 living in households where neither parent resides. Once the AFCARS data was entered and
combined with data from the ACS, Nonparental Family Composition [NFPC] could be
calculated. A total number of children in nonparental care was provided from the ACS. From
this, the total number of children in traditional foster care and kinship foster care was provided
by AFCARS.
In addition, several additional predictor variables will be included including state
demographic and socioeconomic data. Data from each state will be collected for the time period
2006 through 2015. 2015 is the most recent year where data is available on numbers of children
in nonpublic kinship care, kinship foster care, and traditional foster care. A summary of data
sources included in the dataset can be found in Appendix C.
The resulting dataset was then manipulated to form relevant nonparental family outcomes
as identified in the literature review. Calculations provided the total number and percentage of
children in foster care, kinship foster care, and four nonparental family types. These numbers
were collected for each state and D.C. for the years 2006-2015.
Once the nonparental family type percentages were calculated, they were created as
functions of the child population for the state, then compared to the national average. States were
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then divided into three groups based on the national average for each family type for that year,
looking at one standard deviation below and above the mean for the outer thirds. On each
nonparental family type states will be classified as either Low, Average, and High which can
then be coded as a scale 1-3 for each of the four nonparental types. A factor analysis will be run
to compress the resulting 81 potential outputs into state profiles. This will allow for the creation
of state nonparental family composition profiles.
For example, consider kinship Placement Rate. There is a high variation in the percentage
of children in public kinship care across states, ranging from a low of three percent to nearly
50%, with the national average of 30% (AFCARS, 2016). This research looks at the percentage
of children in public kinship care as a ratio of the total number of children in public care by
categorizing states into the quartiles of usage based on the national average for that particular
year. The same method will be followed for use of foster care, use of kinship care, and four
nonparental family types.
Policy variable data collection. After data on the numbers of children in nonparental
care was collected and combined, state policy variables were researched and added. In 2015,
seven years had passed from the last major child welfare legislation, which will give sufficient
time for states to have formed and implemented new policies and given time for the policies to
become child welfare practice.
Major federal legislation concerning children in nonparental care includes the Title IV-B
and Title IV-E of the Social Security Act, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act, the Stable Families Act, the Adoption and Safe Families Act, and the
Fostering Connections Act. State policies were reviewed and collected with regard to this federal
guidance, and collected based on what was in place in each state for the years 2006 through
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2015. This research considered an assumed lag time between major federal legislation and state
adoption of new policies.
Notification. Notification policies were reviewed in each state for the years 2006-2015,
and compared to the language from the Fostering Connections Act which states that all adult
relatives of children entering foster care must be notified within 30 days and informed of their
rights to care for the child. This will be a binary variable: states with no notification policy will
be coded 0, states with a notification policy will be coded 1. Notification was included in the
final models.
Placement. This research examined state policy on placing children in the foster care
system with kin before using traditional foster parents as resources. States with no law or policy
prioritizing placement with kin over foster parents were be coded 0, while states with a law or
policy prioritizing kin placement were be coded 1.
Diversion. This research examined if a state has policies that formally or informally
encourage diversion out of the system, thereby creating voluntary kinship families. For example,
the formalized process for kinship diversion in Tennessee can been seen as supportive towards
placing with kin but restrictive towards paying kin and contributing to a greater percentage of
voluntary kinship families. Kinship families in TN must be approved if the child is in the public
foster care system, but kinship families have the option of taking a non-custodial route and
caring for the child without the support and oversight of the child welfare system.
There are two binary variables on diversion: “Formal Diversion” and “Informal
Diversion”. For “Formal Diversion”, states with no formal diversion policy were coded 0, states
with a formal diversion policy were coded 1. Because diversion also happens in practice, the
second diversion variable will be created, “Informal Diversion”. States with clear informal
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diversion practices, as judged by the available data, were be coded 1, states with no clear
informal practice coded 0.
After data collection, formal diversion programs were the least problematic in terms of
missing data, and required the least amount of assumption, therefore, that only formal diversion
programs were variable was included in the final models.
Licensing. As discussed, not all states license kin. In some states, kin are never licensed.
Some states allow both licensed and unlicensed kinship caregivers, and some states require all
kin caregivers to be licensed. For example, Oregon has a restrictive policy towards licensing
kinship families, as they do not have an option to be licensed. California, Tennessee, and D.C.
require all kinship families must meet the same standards for licensing and must be licensed
within 90-120 days. Less restrictive use of licensing policies for kin is apparent in Nevada,
where kinship families who take children who are under protective custody can be licensed if
they take the initiative and meet licensing standards, or they can choose remain unlicensed.
Licensing was described in two binary variables. Licensing Mandatory refers to states that
required kin to be licensed, while Licensing Optional refers to states that do license, but it is
optional and up to the kinship family. A third licensing variable was created, “Licensing
Waivers”- a binary variable on licensing waivers. A 1 will indicate that the state allows nonsafety related waivers for kinship licensing.
Information on licensing was not consistently reported by the states, and missing data
was an issue with this variable. Therefore, after collecting all the licensing data for each stat,
only if licensing was mandatory was selected to be included in the final models.
Payment. This research collected at how each state provides Title IV A and/or IV E
dollars to kinship families. Payment depends on if a kinship family is licensed and how the state
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chooses to support kin. Some states rely on Title IV-A, or child-only TANF dollars, for kin, and
some use Title IV-E, or foster care reimbursement. Some states rely on a mixture of funding
streams to support kin financially. Some states do not pay kin at all. Payment will be related to
kin involved with the child welfare system only, as many non-state involved kin will be eligible
for Title IV-A. It was coded as a categorical variable: 0= Title IV-A only (e.g Ohio), 1= Both IVA and IV-E possible (e.g. Nevada) 2= IV-E only (e.g. Tennessee). It was not possible to collect
this data for each state for each year, therefore, this predictor variable was excluded in the final
models.
Subsidized guardianship. The Fostering Connections Act made subsidized guardianship
payments available to states. This research collected if a state had implemented the subsidized
guardianship program or not in each year 2006 -2015. States with a subsidized guardianship
program were coded as 1 and states without a subsidized guardianship program coded as 0. This
data was consistently reported by national organizations as well as the states themselves. For that
reason, subsidized guardianship was included in the final model.
As there is no one place to find information on state law and child welfare policy, this
requires extensive research for each state and each year. A summary of final data sources used
by state can be found in Appendix D. To assist in gathering information and clarifying data when
are gaps were found in available state data, heads of administrative agencies and known kinship
policy advocates in each state were contacted, as well as to the directors of statewide kinship
navigator programs, in states where they exist.
Research Methods
To address all research questions, a non-experimental quantitative study was selected as
it is determined understanding multiple variables is best examined using this method. The
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research conducted for this study used a complex correlational design. Quantitative research is
designed to collect data systematically to obtain objective information (Dodd, 2008).
Quantitative research examines variables and summarizes the probability of relatedness using
statistics (Smeyers, 2008). The study will use multiple sources of existing data to collect data for
the seven predictor variables and the criterion variables of nonparental family type.
To address research question 1, the first part of the analysis used descriptive statistics to
show potential differences nonparental family composition by state and over time. A factor
analysis was used to determine four state nonparental family composition profiles. Research
question 2 was addressed simply through descriptive data showing if states have significantly
different policies around the use of kinship care in child welfare.
To address research question 3, this study selected a quantitative correlational design to
examine the relationship between variables. Correlation studies do not imply cause and effect but
attempt to understand if variables may be connected to one another (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010).
The relationship between variables is correlated when the statistical analysis results in a
mathematical computation of 95% or higher which is represented in the p value recorded as p <
.05. The association is the only inference that is made when completing complex correlational
studies as cause and effect is not plausible within this design method of quantitative research.
The correlation was chosen as is likely impossible to imply cause in affect when studying
multiple variables impacting nonparental family composition outcomes.
To address research question 3, multiple regression was selected to identify associations
between state policy variables and nonparental family type composition. The Univariate General
Linear Model [GLM] was selected for two reasons. First, it is intended to test models in which
there is one dependent variable and multiple independent variables. Second, because the dataset
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included data over a period of ten years, independence from year to year could not be assumed,
as the number of children in foster care in one year was somewhat dependent on the prior year,
for example. Based on this, multiple regression analysis using the General Linear Model [GLM ]
with years entered as fixed factor, which creates dummy variables, was selected to run the
models.
Assumptions. Since the dataset includes ten years of data, there was an assumption that
temporal autocorrelation would be present, or in other words, that the number of children in
foster care one year could somewhat predict the number in foster care the following year.
However, states follow clear trends given macro level issues such as changes in federal child
welfare legislation, or the opioid crisis. These macro level issues are assumed to have had a
similar effect on states year over year, give or take some state level variation in response that
may vary by region.
Limitations. The population of kinship families that make up informal kinship care are not
currently differentiated in any reporting by how the placement was initiated- either privately by
the kinship family or voluntarily through the intervention of the child welfare system. Therefore,
the ability to differentiate between private and voluntary kinship families in the informal
population of kin families is not possible at this time this. Therefore, the decision was made to
look at the group of informal families as a nonparental family type, as opposed to private and
voluntary kinship families.
Because the resulting data set is pooled time series cross sectional data (TSCR), selecting
the correct method for analysis was challenging. While GLM with years entered as fixed factors
was selected as the method to analyze the data, and correct for the autocorrelation, there are other
methods that could have been selected. One recommended method comes from Podestà (2003)

97

who suggests the “xtgls” command in STATA which estimates models using FGLS procedure.
Podestà explains that this command allows estimation in presence of AR(1) autocorrelation
within units, cross-sectional correlation and/or heteroscedasticity across units (pg. 36).
Research Hypotheses
Six hypotheses are posited for each of the five final predictor variables, numbered 1-30
below and laid out in Table 3.1.
Notification. The Fostering Connections Act (2009) requires that states notify all adult
relatives of a child who enters foster care within 30 days, but many states have not yet enacted a
state level law. This research looked at each state’s notification policy and how the state has
interpreted this federal requirement. The binary predictor variable for notification is if a state has
adopted a formal policy or not.
1. There is a no association between notification of kin and the overall percentage of
children under 18 in a state who are in the public child welfare system.
2. There is a significant and positive association between notification of kin and the
percentage of children in foster care placed with kin (both licensed and unlicensed).
3. There is a significant and negative association between notification of kin and the
percentage of children in nonparental care who are in informal (private and diverted)
kinship care.
4. There is a significant and positive association between notification of kin and the
percentage of children in nonparental care who are in unlicensed (unpaid) kinship foster
care.
5. There is a significant and positive association between notification of kin and the
percentage of children in nonparental care who are in licensed (paid) kinship foster care.
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6. There is a significant and negative association between notification of kin and the
percentage of children in nonparental care who are in traditional foster care (non-kin).
Placement. This research will examine state policy on placing with kin. PRWORA
emphasized kinship placement over traditional foster placement, however, there is a high
variation in the percentage of children in public kinship care across states. Each state will be
coded if they have a law stating a preference for kin placement or not. The hypothesis for
placement is:
7. There is a no association between a placement preference for kin and the overall
percentage of children under 18 in a state who are in the public child welfare system.
8. There is a significant and positive association between a placement preference for kin
and the percentage of children in foster care placed with kin (both licensed and
unlicensed).
9. There is a significant and negative association between a placement preference for kin
and the percentage of children in nonparental care who are in informal (private and
diverted) kinship care.
10. There is a significant and positive association between a placement preference for kin
and the percentage of children in nonparental care who are in unlicensed (unpaid) kinship
foster care.
11. There is a significant and positive association between a placement preference for kin
and the percentage of children in nonparental care who are in licensed (paid) kinship
foster care.
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12. There is a significant and negative association between a placement preference for kin
and the percentage of children in nonparental care who are in traditional foster care (nonkin).
Diversion. For this research diversion is defined as a formal policy or prevalent CWS
practice of encouraging voluntary kinship placements to avoid formal removal and bringing
children into the CWS as wards of the state. This research will examine if a state has policies that
formally encourage a child’s diversion from the CWS system. Diversion will be a binary
independent variable. The hypotheses related to diversion are:
13. There is a significant and negative association between formal diversion programs
and the overall percentage of children under 18 in a state who are in the public child
welfare system.
14. There is a significant and negative association between formal diversion programs
and the percentage of children in foster care placed with kin (both licensed and
unlicensed).
15. There is a significant and positive association between formal diversion programs and
the percentage of children in nonparental care who are in informal (private and diverted)
kinship care.
16. There is a significant and negative association between formal diversion programs
and the percentage of children in nonparental care who are in unlicensed (unpaid) kinship
foster care.
17. There is a significant and negative association between formal diversion programs
and the percentage of children in nonparental care who are in licensed (paid) kinship
foster care.
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18. There is no significant association between formal diversion programs and the
percentage of children in nonparental care who are in traditional foster care (non-kin).
Licensing. Each state will be coded if they make licensing of kin mandatory for
placement in the CWS. The hypotheses for licensing are:
19. There is a significant and negative association between mandatory licensing for kin
and the overall percentage of children under 18 in a state who are in the public child
welfare system.
20. There is a significant and negative association between mandatory licensing for kin
and the percentage of children in foster care placed with kin (both licensed and
unlicensed).
21. There is a significant and positive association between mandatory licensing for kin
and the percentage of children in nonparental care who are in informal (private and
diverted) kinship care.
22. There is a significant and negative association between mandatory licensing for kin
and the percentage of children in nonparental care who are in unlicensed (unpaid) kinship
foster care.
23. There is a significant and positive association between mandatory licensing for kin
and the percentage of children in nonparental care who are in licensed (paid) kinship
foster care.
24. There is a significant and positive association between mandatory licensing for kin
and the percentage of children in nonparental care who are in traditional foster care (nonkin).
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Subsidized guardianship. Each state will be coded based on if they have enacted a
subsidized guardianship program or not. The hypotheses for guardianship are:
25. There is a no significant association between a subsidized guardianship and the
overall percentage of children under 18 in a state who are in the public child welfare
system.
26. There is a significant and positive association between subsidized guardianship and
the percentage of children in foster care placed with kin (both licensed and unlicensed).
27. There is no significant association between subsidized guardianship and the
percentage of children in nonparental care who are in informal (private and diverted)
kinship care.
28. There is a significant and negative association between subsidized guardianship and
the percentage of children in nonparental care who are in unlicensed (unpaid) kinship
foster care.
29. There is a significant and positive association between subsidized guardianship and
the percentage of children in nonparental care who are in licensed (paid) kinship foster
care.
30. There is no significant association between subsidized guardianship and the
percentage of children in nonparental care who are in traditional foster care (non-kin).

A summary of all 30 hypotheses by predictor and criterion variables is shown in Table
3.1. Each column represents a model and each cell corresponds to the numbered hypothesis
described above.
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Table 3.1
Hypothesized Associations Between Predictor Policy Variables and Nonparental Family
Composition Criterion Variables
Model

State law on notification
State law on preference for
relative for placement
Formal diversion program
State requires licensing for
kin
State has subsidized
guardianship
Key
+

Significant positive association

-

Significant negative association

x

No significant association

1

2

4

5

6

KFC
2+

3
NPFC
1+2
3-

FC
1x

NPFC 3
4+

NPFC 4
5+

NPFC 5
6-

7x

8+

9-

10 +

11 +

12 -

13 -

14 -

15 +

16 -

17 -

18 x

19 -

20 -

21 +

22 -

23 +

24 +

25 x

26 +

27 x

28 -

29 +

30 x

Conclusion
This research involved compiling a first of its kind database of all 50 states’ nonparental
family types and creating nonparental family type profiles based on the usage of five types of
nonparental care. Child welfare policies that included information on relevant state law, policy
and practice on kinship notification, placement, diversion, licensing and subsidized guardianship
were also collected and prepared for analysis.
It is expected that states will show differences in the use of nonparental family types and
the interpretation of federal child welfare legislation. It is also expected that the predictor
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variables of state notification, diversion, placement, licensing, and subsidized guardianship will
be correlated to states’ composition of nonparental families.
The findings may allow for an indication of what studies may be completed as a followup to this study to continue to advance the knowledge base of understanding what state policies
influence the composition of nonparental family types in a state. A better understanding of a
potential link between state CWS policies about kin and nonparental family formation will assist
administrators, policy makers and advocates to improve outcomes for children in their states. It
will also provide a foundation on which to look for potential solutions, such as federal
recommendations for more consistent kinship care outcomes.
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Chapter 4. Findings
Introduction
Nonparental family composition outcomes in each state were examined through a lens of
ecological systems theory, which allowed for predictions as to how the state level policy
predictor variables could be related to one of five nonparental care settings where children in
nonparental care could live. The goal of this research was to accept or reject the hypotheses
posited as a result of outcomes of the study by evidence of an association or lack thereof between
policy variables and nonparental family composition outcomes.
The literature review identified several major themes. The type of nonparental care
setting in which a child lives affects what resources to which the nonparental family has access.
Studies also show differing child-level outcomes depending on the type of non-parental family.
Since the formation of nonparental families is often affected by intervention of the child welfare
system, it was important to understand the interaction of state level law and policy with the
composition of nonparental family types in the state. After a study of which federal laws
potentially affecting children in kinship care was explored, state level child welfare law and
policies were examined in light of the Federal regulations.
Therefore, creating the dataset for analysis first consisted of collecting and examining the
policy variables for each state for the years 2006-2015. A variety of state and national resources
were examined in combination with policy resources collected on grandfamilies.org8. Decisions
on which policy variables to include in the models for the six research questions were made after
close examination of the dataset.

8

For a complete list of resources used by state, please see Appendix D.
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In order to calculate nonparental family composition, several secondary data sources
were combined into a unique dataset. First, ten child-level datasets were obtained from Adoption
and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System [AFCARS]9. This data included all children in
the public child welfare system over the course of a fiscal year, and where they resided. This was
rolled up to create the number and percentages of children in specific placement types at a
specific point in time, by state.
The data on children in public child welfare was then combined with population level
data over the same ten years from American Community Survey [ACS], which reports on the
total number of children in nonparental care and kinship care in both public and private settings.
Nonparental family composition percentages were calculated and state profiles were created.
Using a variety of descriptive statistics, state profiles were examined in comparison to the
presence or absence of policy variables.
A complex correlational research method using multiple regression with General Linear
Model (GLM) was selected due to the nonexperimental study design. Complex correlational
research involves measuring several variables, often both categorical and quantitative, and then
assessing the statistical relationships among them. Complex correlational research using multiple
regression allows for statistical control of potential third variables, which can show whether a
predictor variable contributes to a criterion variable over and above the contributions made by
other predictor variables (Price et al., 2017).
Data Collection and Preparation
Demographic data. Data was collected for all 50 states and D.C. for the years 20062015, creating a data set n=510. The main data for nonparental care composition came from the
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Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System [AFCARS] data sets 2006-201510.
The complete SPSS datasets for each were requested and received from Cornell University. The
data is child level data, representing basic information on each child that entered foster care, was
in foster care, and who left foster care in the fiscal year. The data was filtered for children who
were in foster care at the end of each fiscal year, which is consistent with how the Administration
for Children and Families [ACF] reports high level AFCARS summaries each year (e.g. ACF,
2006). The data reports the current placement for each child, with options including “preadoptive home”, “foster home-relative”, and “foster home, non-relative”. Other placement
options include group homes, other institutions, parental placements, and missing. Data was
filtered to include only the family-like nonparental care settings thereby excluding children in
group homes and institutions.
Once filtered, crosstabs were run for the 50 states and D.C. by current placement setting.
Data was exported to Excel and only the relevant placement settings retained. Puerto Rico was
excluded and totals were recalculated. From this, each state’s proportion of children in preadoptive homes, relative homes, and traditional foster homes was calculated. While it is
completely reasonable that kinship homes could potentially be considered pre-adoptive homes,
pre-adoptive homes and foster homes- nonrelatives were combined to create the number of
children in traditional foster care.
AFCARS data provided information on the children in public care; that is, those children
who were in the care and custody of the child welfare system at the end of the fiscal year.
AFCARS does not have any data on those children in non-parental care outside the child welfare
system. However, the American Community Survey [ACS] identifies the share of children under
10

2006v5a, 2007v5a, 2008v5a, 2009v4a, 2010v5, 2011v5, 2012v6, 2013v6, 2015v5, 2015v3.
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age 18 living in households where neither parent resides. Theoretically, this would include
children in all types of nonparental households, including foster care. Therefore, this number was
used as the total of children in nonparental care. We then subtracted the number in public care
according to AFCARS to get the share of those children in private and diverted kinship care.
Because this data cannot determine the difference between private and diverted kinship care, the
term informal will be primarily used in this section to encompass both private and diverted
kinship families.
Policy data. With the AFCARS and ACS data collected, examined, and prepared for
analysis, predictor and criterion variables were collected and calculated based on the research
questions. Six models were constructed to address the six research primary research questions.
The following policy variables were identified to be collected for each state for each year
2006-2015: state law on notification of relatives, state law on placement preference with
relatives, if a state elected to provide Subsidized Guardianship (KinGap), if a state provided
waivers for kinship foster care licensing, if licensing was mandatory or optional for kinship
families, how the state choose to pay kinship families (IV-E or TANF), and if the state had a
formal diversion program. For the purposes of data collection formal diversion was defined as a
program that allows children who come to the attention of the child welfare system through a
CPS investigation to be placed with relatives through a guardianship program as opposed to the
child welfare system taking jurisdiction of the child.
Policy variables were collected using multiple sources. First, state laws were searched
using the tool on http://grandfamilies.org/Search-Laws, and selecting the appropriate select topic.
If there is state law, the year enacted was noted. These results were combined with a detailed
search of each state's appropriate IV-E child welfare programs information on requirements for
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licensing. When information was not available online, contacts were made by phone and email to
appropriate agencies to clarify. A complete list of sources used by state is included in Appendix
D. A detailed description of each variable included in the final models can be found in Table 4.5.
Descriptive Statistics
Nonparental family composition. Research question 1 asked if states were different in
nonparental family type composition, based on framework of the five family types advanced in
this study. Descriptive statistics show that states do in fact differ on the usage of nonparental
family types.
One simple way to picture the shift in NPFC is examining the intersection between
kinship care and foster care, with kinship foster care acting as the intersection (also shown in
Figure 1.1). Out of the total number of children in nonparental care, the percentage in kinship
care has been steady over 2006-2015. However, there has been a shift of more children into the
public child welfare system, specifically kinship foster care over the ten years as more children
are in public care and placed with relatives. Table 4.1 details the intersection of children in
nonparental care in the United States from 2006-2015.
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Table 4.1
Intersection of Children in Nonparental Care in the United States 2006-2015

2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

Kinship Care
94.43%
94.43%
93.76%
93.85%
94.17%
94.21%
94.39%
94.49%
94.42%
94.34%

Foster Care
8.3%
8.38%
9.25%
9.02%
8.7%
8.83%
8.65%
8.62%
8.85%
9.25%

Kinship Foster Care
2.73%
2.81%
3.01%
2.87%
2.87%
3.04%
3.04%
3.11%
3.27%
3.59%

These numbers also provide the percentage of children in nonparental care in informal
kinship care versus public foster care. Kinship foster care was then further separated into unpaid
kinship foster care, paid kinship foster care, and traditional kinship foster care. Table 4.2 shows
the how children in nonparental care were categorized in the dataset. Table 4.3 shows that the
increase in foster care overall from 2006-2015 has been mostly assumed by kinship foster
parents who are unpaid, not by traditional foster parents.

Table 4.2
Dataset Nonparental Family Type Definitions
Nonparental Family
Type

Group Name

1+2

Informal Kinship Care: Private and Voluntary Kinship Care

3

Unpaid/unlicensed Kinship Foster Care

4

Paid Kinship Foster Care (fully approved/licensed)

5

Traditional Foster Care (Licensed Stranger Care)
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Table 4.3
Detailed United States NPFC Percentages 2006-2015
NPFC Type 1+2
Informal Kinship
Care

NPFC Type 3 NPFC Type 4
Unpaid Kinship Paid Kinship
FC
FC

NPFC Type 5
Traditional FC

2006

91.70%

1.81%

0.92%

5.57%

2007

91.62%

1.82%

0.99%

5.57%

2008

90.75%

1.99%

1.02%

6.24%

2009

90.98%

1.98%

0.89%

6.15%

2010

91.30%

1.98%

0.89%

5.83%

2011

91.17%

2.03%

1.01%

5.79%

2012

91.35%

2.03%

1.01%

5.61%

2013

91.38%

2.05%

1.06%

5.51%

2014

91.15%

2.20%

1.07%

5.58%

2015

90.75%

2.49%

1.10%

5.66%

State profiles. For every year, each state’s NPFC results were compared to the US
average and state profiles were created. States were coded as either -1, 0, or 1 if they were below,
average, or above the US average in the NPFC categories for a specific year, creating 81
potential combinations. A factor analysis determined four factors and states were then grouped
into state profiles based on this data. Profile 1 describes states with below average use of
informal kinship care and above average use of traditional foster care. Profile 2 describes states
with below average use of informal kinship care and above average use of kinship foster care,
with traditional foster care use below average. Profile 3 describes states with above average use
of informal kinship care and above average use of traditional foster care. Profile 4 describes
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states with above average use of informal kinship care and below average use of traditional
foster care. Table 4.4 shows the number of states in each profile type for 2006-2015.

Table 4.4
State NPFC Profiles 2006-2015
Profile 2: Below
Profile 1: Below
average
Profile 3: Above
Profile 4: Above
average Informal
Informal KC,
average Informal average Informal KC
KC; Above Average Above average KC, Above Average and Above Average
Traditional FC
KFC
Traditional FC
KFC
2006
8
14
24
5
2007

8

14

22

7

2008

8

16

21

6

2009

12

10

22

7

2010

10

14

21

6

2011

14

10

24

3

2012

6

18

22

5

2013

4

20

24

3

2014

4

20

23

4

2015

7

16

23

5

State NPFC profiles maps in 2006 and 2015 provides a helpful visual of shifts in nonparental
care composition in the U.S. over the ten years (Figures 4.1 and 4.2).
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Figure 4.1 2006 State NPFC Profiles

Figure 4.2. 2015 State NPFC Profiles

The first thing to note is that both maps show some regional similarities, which may show
that proximal states have more similar state child welfare policies or practices. What is also
interesting are the states that experienced shifts over the ten years, shown in Figure 4.3. States in
blue have shifted from an above average nonparental care reliance on informal kinship care to a
below average usage, while red states have shifted from a below average usage of informal
kinship care to an above average use of informal kinship care.
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Figure 4.3. States with Nonparental Family Composition Shifts from 2006-2015

State law and CWS policy. Research question 2 was concerned if states differed in the
interpretation of federal child welfare legislation. This was explored by examining differences in
state law and child welfare policy. After the policy predictor variables were collected, the data
set was once again examined for patterns. Using descriptive statistics, it was clear there were
differences in between states. In states with informal kinship populations, defined as NPFC type
1 and 2, kinship care numbers one standard deviation above average were more likely (80%) to
have a formal diversion program than those who have informal kinship care average or one
standard deviation below average or average (59%). This was expected.
However, states with informal kinship care numbers one standard deviation above
average were also more likely to have a placement preference policy (59%, compared to states
with informal kinship care numbers one standard deviation below average (33%). This was
unexpected. A similar surprising result was found when looking at a state's use of kinship foster
care. In states that have a kinship foster care rate of one standard deviation above average
are less likely (42%) to have a placement policy than states that have a kinship foster care rate
one standard deviation below average (62%).
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Based on these unexpected findings in the descriptive statistic portion of analysis,
crosstabs were run on placement and diversion policies. Of states with a placement policy, 58%
also have a diversion policy. But of states that do not have a placement policy, more, 67%, have
a diversion policy. This is opposite to what was expected if placement and diversion were closely
correlated and thus diversion practices could partially explain why placement policy is acting the
opposite of expected. The Pearson correlation between placement preference and formal
diversion is significant at -0.147, indicating only a weak correlation (Shortell, 2001).
However, a pattern did emerge when looking at the NPFC state profiles year over year
and the location of states with higher informal numbers, states more likely to have placement
policies and states more likely to have diversion policies: Southern states. Therefore, prior to
addressing research question 3, a decision was made to add a regional predictor regional variable
to the final dataset based on the regional pattern to the policy results, a decision common in the
political science literature (Elazar, 1984). The states were divided into four regions based on the
Census Bureau definition of regions: South, West, Northeast and Midwest (US Census Bureau,
2015).
Regression Analysis
Model predictor variables. Results from the data collection process and data analysis
using descriptive statistics informed the final model predictor variables used in the models. The
final model predictor variables were notification, placement, formal diversion, licensing
mandatory, and subsidized guardianship. The variable type, description, and limitations can be
found in Table 4.5.
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Table 4.5
Model Predictor Variables
Predictor
Variable

Notification

Placement

Formal
Diversion

Licensing
Mandatory

Variable
Type

Dichotomous
nominal
variable

Dichotomous
nominal
variable

Dichotomous
nominal
variable

Dichotomous
nominal
variable

Description
Using http://grandfamilies.org/SearchLaws, select topic Fostering Connections
Act- Notification of Relatives for each
state. If there is state law, note the year
enacted. For years 2006-2105 with a state
law, code 1. For years 2006-2015 without
a state law, code 0.
Using http://grandfamilies.org/SearchLaws, select topic Fostering Care
Licensing- Placement Preferences with
Relatives for each state. If there is state
law, note the year enacted. For years
2006-2105 with a state law, code 1. For
years 2006-2015 without a state law, code
0.
Review each state's IV-E child welfare
program for information that shows a
diversion program. Diversion is defined as
a program that allows children who come
to the attention of the child welfare system
through a CPS investigation to be placed
with relatives through a guardianship
program as opposed to the child welfare
system taking jurisdiction of the child. For
years 2006-2105 with a state program that
allows diversion, code 1. For years 20062015 without a state law, code 0.
Using http://grandfamilies.org/SearchLaws, select topic Fostering Connections
Act- Eligibility for Placement with
relatives. Combine results with a detailed
search of each state's appropriate IV=E
child welfare programs information on
requirements for licensing. Review if
licensing/approval is required. If there is a
licensing requirement, note the year that
policy was enacted. For years 2006-2105
with a state law, code 1. For years 20062015 without a state law, code 0.
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Limitations

The time between
state law enactment
and policy/practice
implementation is not
accounted for.

The time between
state law enactment
and policy/practice
implementation is not
accounted for.

Not every state's
practices are clear
through policy and
programs. Therefore,
there may be
informal diversion
practices not
reflected through a
program or policy.

Not every state had
transparent
information available
online and no contact
to confirm

Using http://grandfamilies.org/SearchLaws, select topic Fostering Connections
Act- Subsidized Guardianship for each
state. If there is state law, note the year
Dichotomous enacted. For years 2006-2105 with a state
Subsidized
nominal
law, code 1. For years 2006-2015 without
Guardianship variable
a state law, code 0.
For years 2006-2015, use 5-year estimates
from the American Community Survey
(ACS) population 0-18 for each state and
total population for each state. Divide the
Population %
0-18 population by the total population for
under 18
Continuous the population percentage under 18.

Number of
Abuse
referrals per
1,000 children Continuous

Region
Year

Categorical
Variable
Categorical
Variable

Using data from DHHS Child
Maltreatment reports year 2005-2016,
item Total Referrals Rate per 1,000
Children.
If a state is located in the Western Region
as defined by the Census Bureau, then
code 1. Northeastern=2, Southern=3,
Midwestern=4. Region was entered into
the model as a fixed factor, creating
dummy variables.
Year entered as a fixed factor, creating
dummy variables.

The time between
state law enactment
and policy/practice
implementation is not
accounted for.

Multiple states did
not report over
multiple years,
including New
Jersey, New York,
North Carolina,
North Dakota,
Illinois, Michigan,
Pennsylvania, and
Hawaii, resulting in
missing data.

Model criterion variables. To look at the potential effect the policy variable predictors
have upon which nonparental family type children were more likely to find placement, six
criterion variables were selected. Model 1 looks at the percentage of all children under 18 in a
state who are also in foster care. Model 2 looks at the percentage of children in foster care who
are in kinship foster care. Model 3 looks at the percentage of children who are in informal
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kinship care out of all children in nonparental care. Model 4 looks at the percentage of children
in unlicensed kinship foster care out of all children in nonparental care. Model 5 looks at the
percentage of children in licensed kinship foster care out of all children in nonparental care.
Model 6 looks at the percentage of children in traditional foster care out of all children in foster
care. The calculations for the criterion variables, variable type, description and limitation can be
found in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6
Model Criterion Variables

Model

1

2

3

Criterion
Variable

Variable
Type

Description
For each year 2006-2015
calculate the number of
Children in FC /
Children in FC at end of
Total number
year from AFCARS over
children under Continuous the total number children
18
under 18 in the state.
For each of years 20062015 in AFCARS data sets:
Select cases In at end. Use
crosstabs: State by current
placement setting. Exclude
PR and recalculate.
Calculate Foster Home,
Relative over all home
setting placements.
Limitations are that kin can
also be categorized as a
pre-adoptive home and
fictive kin could be
Children in
Continuous captured in foster home,
KFC/Total FC
nonrelative.
For each year 2006-2016
Percentage of
subtract the number of
children in
children in foster care at the
NPFC types
Continuous end of the year as reported
1+2 (private
by AFCARS from the total
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Limitations

Limitations are that kin can
also be categorized as a preadoptive home and fictive kin
could be captured in foster
home, nonrelative.
Types 1 and 2 have to be
calculated together as there is
no way to parse out diverted
families form other nonpublic
families.

and diversionnon-public)

4

5

NPFC 3
unlicensed
Kinship foster
care

NPFC 4 paid
kinship foster
care
(theoretically
licensed)

number of children in nonparental care as reported by
ACS. Nonparental Family
Composition percentage is
the number of non-formal
children over total number
of children in nonparental
care.

For each year 2006-2015
elect cases for in at end of
fiscal year and current
placement equals foster
home, relative as reported
by AFCARS. Run crosstabs
state by Title 4E Foster
payment and select families
receiving $0. This number
is divided by the total
number of children in
nonparental care as
reported by ACS to get the
Continuous percentage composition in
licensed kinship care.
For each year 2006-2015
elect cases for in at end of
fiscal year and current
placement equals foster
home, relative as reported
by AFCARS. Run crosstabs
state by Title 4E Foster
payment and select families
receiving more than $0.
This number is divided by
the total number of children
in nonparental care as
reported by ACS to get the
Continuous percentage composition in
licensed kinship care.
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This variable is greatly
limited in that families can be
licensed and the state will not
necessarily draw down 4E
funds. However, drawing
down 4E funds is a guarantee
of licensing as a state is not
able to draw down if a family
is not licensed. Therefore,
this variable probably
underestimates the total
number of licensed kinship
families. I choose to
underrepresent rather than
over represent because the
logic is that if a state could be
reimbursed for a family, they
would, and not leave money
on the table. So states who
are paying families out of
state funds may not have
fully completed the licensing
process.
As with model 4, this
variable is greatly limited in
that families can be licensed
and the state will not
necessarily draw down 4E
funds. However, drawing
down 4E funds is a guarantee
of licensing as a state is not
able to draw down if a family
is not licensed. Therefore,
this variable probably
underestimates the total
number of licensed kinship
families. I choose to
underrepresent rather than

over represent because the
logic is that if a state could be
reimbursed for a family, they
would, and not leave money
on the table. So states who
are paying families out of
state funds may not have
fully completed the licensing
process.

6

Traditional
FC/FC

For each year 2006-2015
take the number of children
in Foster Home,
Nonrelative over all home Limitations are states may be
reporting fictive kin as foster
Continuous setting placements as
reported by AFCARS.
home, nonrelative.

All variables were entered into SPSS version 25 (2017).
Testing assumptions for regression analysis. Prior to running the analysis, each of the
six models was tested for missing data, normality, multicollinearity, homoscedasticity, and
extreme outliers to ensure each model met the assumptions for the model. Each contained the
same predictor variables: the five policy variables (notification, placement, diversion, licensing
mandatory, and subsidized guardianship), regions, percentage of the state population under 18
and abuse referrals per 1,000 children. A detailed summary of the assumption testing is in Table
4.7.
Missing data. In Model 1 three variables were missing data: 14.3% of abuse referrals is
missing, 4.9% of formal diversion is missing, and .2% of licensing mandatory is missing.
19.22% of cases have missing data and 1.493% of values are missing data.
2. The result from the Littles MCAR Test for Model 1 is: Chi-Square = 10.525, DF = 2, Sig. =
.005a which means the data are not missing completely at random [MCAR] and imputation for
the missing data cannot be used.
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Because the abuse referrals per 1,000 children was already noted to be problematic due to
the same states not reporting year over year, the decision to drop the problematic variable- abuse
referrals per 1000 as it contained 14.3% missing data. Rerunning Littles MCAR without the
variable - Little's MCAR test is: Chi-Square = .220, DF = 2, Sig. = .896.
At this point, the decision was made to proceed with stochastic imputation regression for
missing data in formal diversion and licensing mandatory, as the total percent of data missing is
less than 10% (Wallace et al., 2010). The imputed data set was used for all six models as formal
diversion and licensing mandatory were predictor variables in all models. Details are included in
Table 4.7.
Normality. Each model was tested for normality by looking at the skewness and kurtosis
of the criterion variable. According to Bulmer (1979), criterion variables can be considered
normal when 1< skewness < 1. Q-Q plots were run for criterion variables that had the absolute
value of skewness or kurtosis were greater than 1. Looking at the Q-Q plot
identified data points/cases that needed to be trimmed to achieve normality (Allen, 2017). Once
trimmed, the skewness and kurtosis were rechecked. Details are included in Table 4.7.
Multicollinearity. To test for multicollinearity, an iterative linear regression was run with
all predictors, moving one to the dependent variable each time. All VIFs were under 3 indicating
no multicollinearity issues (PSU, 2018). Details are included in Table 4.7.
Homoscedasticity. A scatterplot of the residuals was run for each predictor variable
against each of the five outcome variables. The plot of the residuals indicated normality. Details
are included in Table 4.7.
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Extreme outliers. Cases that have a Cook's distance above .9 AND a Leverage Value
above .20 should be removed from the analysis (PSU, 2018). In all models, no values have
Cook's distance above .9 and Leverage Value above .20. Details are included in Table 4.7.
Autocorrelation. Since the dataset includes ten years of data, there was an assumption
that temporal autocorrelation would be present, or in other words, that the number of children in
foster care one year could somewhat predict the number in foster care the following year.
Therefore, the decision was made to run the regressions using a General Linear Model [GLM]
and including the years as a fixed factor in model. While not the only method appropriate for this
type of dataset11, this method corrects for the potential autocorrelation (e.g. Wood, 2006) in the
dataset12.

Table 4.7
Assumption Testing Summary by Model
Criteri
on
Mod Variabl
el
e
1
Childre
n in FC
/ Total
number
childre
n under
18

Missing Data
Little's
MCAR test:
Chi-Square =
16.492, DF =
2, Sig. = .000a
Data is not
MCAR.
Decision to
drop
problematic

Normality
Skewness
issues with
DV
skewness1.464
std
error=.108.
Long right
tail.

Multicollinearit
y
Ran
iterative
linear
regression
with all
predictors,
moving
one to DV
each time,

11

Model
HeteroExtreme
Adjustme
scedasticity Outliers
nt
Fit line of
Remove
the residual Any case that control
errors of
has a Cook's variable
the DV is distance
abuse
consistent above .9
referrals
AND a
in this
Leverage
and all
Value above future
.20 should be models.
removed from Use

See discussion in Chapter 5.
Consultation with a researcher who regularly analyses similar data sets from the University of
Washington also assisted in the decision to use GLM with years as dummy variables
(https://globalhealth.washington.edu/education-training/phd-gh/sarah-wulf)
12
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2

3

Childre
n in
KFC/T
otal FC

Percent
age of
childre
n in
NPFC
types
1+2
(privat
e and
diversi
on-

variableabuse referrals
per 1000 as
14.3%
missing data.
Dropped
variableLittle's
MCAR test:
Chi-Square =
.220, DF = 2,
Sig. = .896.
Missing data4.9% formal
diversion, .2%
licensing
mandatory.
Can proceed
with
stochastic
imputation
regression for
missing data.
Missing data4.9% formal
diversion, .2%
licensing
mandatory.
Can proceed
with
stochastic
imputation
regression for
missing data.
Missing data4.9% formal
diversion, .2%
licensing
mandatory.
Can proceed
with
stochastic
imputation
regression for
missing data.

TRIMMING All VIFs
Variable as under 3
opposed to
logging:
Skewness
.761 .110
Kurtosis .013 .219

DV has no
issues with
skewness or
kurtosis.
skewness
.222 st
error.108
kurtosis -.569
std error.216

Ran
iterative
linear
regression
with all
predictors
s, moving
one to DV
each time,
All VIFs
under 3
Dv has
Ran
potential
iterative
issues with
linear
skewness regression
.814 st
with all
error.108- 3 predictors,
times
moving
standard error one to DV
is not greater each time,
than absolute All VIFs
value of
under 3
skewness.
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the analysis. TRIMME
No values
D data.
have Cook's
distance
above .9 and
Leverage
Value above
.20. Cook's
Distance .000
.026 Centered
Leverage
Value .008
.044
TRIMMED
MODEL:
Cook's
Distance .000
.056
Centered
Leverage
Value .005
.024
Scatter plot
shows the
fit line of
residual
errors of
DV is
consistent

Scatter plot
shows the
fit line of
residual
errors of
DV is
consistent

Cook's
Distance 0
0.018
Centered
Leverage
Value 0.007
0.044

None
needed

Cook's
None
Distance .000 needed
.078
Centered
Leverage
Value .007
.044

nonpublic)

Kurtosis .662
standard
error. .216
Logged DV
will not work
since it is left
skew

4

NPFC
3
unlicen
sed
Kinshi
p foster
care

Missing data4.9% formal
diversion, .2%
licensing
mandatory.
Can proceed
with
stochastic
imputation
regression for
missing data.

DV has
potential
issues with
skewness and
kertosis:
1.081 st
error.108
kertosis 1.282
st error.216.
Logging DV
results in
some
improvement
skewness..749
.108
.453
.216
TRIMMED
Skewness
.887
Std. Error of
Skewness
.109
Kurtosis .487
Std. Error of
Kurtosis .217

Ran
iterative
linear
regression
with all
predictors,
moving
one to DV
each time,
All VIFs
under

Scatter plot
shows the
fit line of
residual
errors of
DV is
consistent

Cook's
Trimmed
Distance .000 criterion
.015
variable
Centered
Leverage
Value .007
.044 NEW
AFTER
TRIM Cook's
Distance .000
.049
Centered
Leverage
Value .009
.046

5

NPFC
4 paid
kinship
foster
care

Missing data4.9% formal
diversion, .2%
licensing
mandatory.
Can proceed
with
stochastic
imputation

DV has
issues with
skewness
1.351 .108
kurtosis
2.042 .216
TRIMMED:
.954 .077
.079 .155

Ran
iterative
linear
regression
with all
predictors,
moving
one to DV
each time,

Scatter plot
shows the
fit line of
residual
errors of
DV is
consistent.

Cook's
Trimmed
Distance .000 criterion
.033
variable
Centered
Leverage
Value .007
.044
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6

regression for
missing data.
Traditi Missing dataonal
4.9% formal
FC/FC diversion, .2%
licensing
mandatory.
Can proceed
with
stochastic
imputation
regression for
missing data.

no issues
.197
.108
-.608
.216

All VIFs
under 3
Ran
iterative
linear
regression
with all
predictors,
moving
one to DV
each time,
All VIFs
under 3

Scatter plot
shows the
fit line of
residual
errors of
DV is
consistent

Cook's
None
Distance .000 needed
.027
Centered
Leverage
Value .007
.044

Hypothesis testing. Model 1-6 correspond with research questions 3a-3f. Multiple
regression analyses using GLM was run to determine if the predictor variables in combination
significantly predicted the criterion variables. The multiple regression analyses were conducted
to examine the effects of the following predictor variables on the six criterion variables of nonparental family composition.
Research question 3a. Model 1 addresses the research question to what degree does a
state’s policy on relative notification, relative placement, formal diversion practices, relative
licensing requirement, and subsidized guardianship associated with the percentage of children
under 18 in a state who are in the public child welfare system? Descriptive statistics indicate that
depending on the year, the percentage of children in the public child welfare system in a given
state ranges from .23% to 2.1% (mean .67%) of the total population of children under 18,
equating to between 635 and 78,373 children (mean 8403).
A multiple regression analysis was run using univariate main effects GLM in IBM SPSS
(2017) and results are reported in Tables 4.8-4.9. Year and Region were entered as fixed factors.
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Percentage of state population under 18 and policy variables were entered as covariates. Plots of
the residuals indicated normality.

Table 4.8
GLM Multiple Regression Between-Subject Effects Research Question 3a- Model 1

Source

Type III Sum of
Squares
a

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Corrected Model

.001

18

7.59E-05

13.068 0.000

Intercept

0.001

1

0.001

231.085 0.000

Year

0

9

4.40E-05

7.578 0.000

Region

0

3

0

17.541 0.000

0.001

1

0.001

113.208 0.000

Notification

3.60E-06

1

3.60E-06

0.619 0.432

Placement Preference

2.59E-05

1

2.59E-05

4.452 0.035

Formal Diversion Program

1.92E-06

1

1.92E-06

0.33

Licensing is Mandatory

0.000

1

0

25.101 0.000

Subsidized Guardianship

8.26E-05

1

8.26E-05

14.212 0.000

% Children under 18

Error

0.003

491 5.81E-06

Total

0.027

510

Corrected Total
a R Squared = .324 (Adjusted R Squared
= .299)
Dependent Variable: DV_FCpcnt

0.004

509
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0.566

Table 4.9
GLM Multiple Regression Analysis Parameter Estimates Research Question 3a- Model 1

Parameter

B

Robust
Std. Errora

t

Sig.

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower Bound

Upper
Bound

Intercept

0.024

0.003

9.422

0.000

0.019

0.028

% Children under 18

-0.071

0.011

-6.421 0.000

-0.093

-0.049

Notification

0.000

0.000

0.786

0.432

0.000

0.001

Placement Preference

0.000

0.000

-2.294 0.022

-0.001

0.000

Formal Diversion Program

0.000

0.000

0.607

0.544

0.000

0.001

Licensing is Mandatory

-0.001

0.000

-4.991 0.000

-0.002

-0.001

Subsidized Guardianship

0.001

0.000

3.944

0.001

0.002

0.000

a HC3 method
b This parameter is set to zero
because it is redundant.
Dependent Variable:
DV_FCpcnt
Year and Region dummies are
also included in the model,
but not shown due to space

Multiple regression analysis with GLM was used to test if policy variables were
associated with the overall percentage of children in a state who were in foster care. The results
of the regression indicated the overall model was significant (adjusted R2=.30,
F(18,491)=13.068, p=.000) and accounted for 30% of the variance in the percentage of children
in the public child welfare system in a state.
Adjusting for other variables, notification policies were not significantly associated with
the overall percentage of children in public care. This was the expected result.
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Presence of placement policy was significantly associated with the overall percentage of children
in foster care out of the total population (B= 0.000, p=.022). However, the beta is 0 indicating no
change in the estimate of the intercept adjusted for other variables. There was no expected
association.
Adjusting for other variables, formal diversion policies are not significantly associated
with the overall percentage of children in foster care. The expected association was significantly
and negatively associated.
Licensing for relatives being mandatory is significantly and negatively related to the total
percentage of children in foster care overall (B= -0.001, p=.000). The estimate of the intercept
decreases by 0.1% when adjusted for other variables. This was the expected direction, as the
tension between requiring licensing and placing with relatives may push kinship families who
are unable or unwilling to go through a licensing process into voluntary care. In 2015, depending
on the state, this is a decrease of 1 to 56 (mean 8) children into the public child welfare system.
States with a subsidized guardianship program are significantly and positively associated
with the percentage of children in foster care overall (B= 0.001, p=.000). The estimate of the
intercept increases by 0.1% when adjusted for other variables. Depending on the year and the
state, this is an increase of 1 to 56 (mean 8) children into the public child welfare system. This
result was unexpected as there was no hypothesized effect of subsidized guardianship on foster
care percentage overall.
While placement, mandatory licensing, and subsidized guardianship policies were
significantly associated with the percentage of children in public child welfare, the very small
number of actual children affected shows the limited impact of kinship policies on overall
percentage of children in a state in public child welfare.
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Research question 3b. Model 2 addresses the question to what degree are a state’s policy
on relative notification, relative placement, formal diversion practices, relative licensing
requirement, and subsidized guardianship associated with the percentage of children in the public
child welfare system who are placed in a kinship home (licensed or unlicensed)? Descriptive
statistics of the percentage of and number of children in kinship care indicate that depending on
the year, the percentage of children in kinship foster care out those in public child welfare system
in a given state is between 3.4% and 48.4% (mean 24%), which accounts for between 46 and
23,030 children (mean 2,223).
A multiple regression analysis was run using univariate main effects GLM in IBM SPSS
(2017) and results are reported in Tables 4.10-4.11. Year and Region were entered as fixed
factors. Percentage of state population under 18 and policy variables were entered as covariates.
Plots of the residuals indicated normality.
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Table 4.10
GLM Multiple Regression Between-Subject Effects Research Question 3b- Model 2
Source

Type III Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Corrected Model

1.608a

18

0.089

13.266

0.000

Intercept

0.175

1

0.175

26.017

0.000

Year

0.106

9

0.012

1.755

0.074

Region

0.385

3

0.128

19.076

0.000

0

1

0

0.019

0.891

Notification

0.018

1

0.018

2.672

0.103

Placement Preference

0.066

1

0.066

9.804

0.002

Formal Diversion Program

0.021

1

0.021

3.05

0.081

Licensing is Mandatory

0.704

1

0.704

104.571

0

Subsidized Guardianship

0.07

1

0.07

10.355

0.001

Error

3.306

491

0.007

Total

33.341

510

Corrected Total

4.914

509

% Children under 18

a R Squared = .327 (Adjusted R Squared = .303)
Dependent Variable: Percent of Children in FC Placed with Kin
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Table 4.11
GLM Multiple Regression Analysis Parameter Estimates Research Question 3b- Model 2

Parameter

B

Robust
Std. Errora

t

Sig.

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower Bound

Intercept
% Children under 18
Notification
Placement Preference
Formal Diversion Program

0.295

0.054

-0.031

0

0.188

0.401

0.226

-0.138 0.89

-0.475

0.412

0.015

0.009

1.624 0.105

-0.003

0.033

-0.025

0.008

-3.181 0.002

-0.04

-0.01

0.015

0.009

1.657 0.098

-0.003

0.033

0.008 -11.103 0.000

-0.099

-0.07

0.01

0.049

Licensing is Mandatory

-0.084

Subsidized Guardianship

0.030

0.01

5.412

Upper
Bound

2.951 0.003

a HC3 method
b This parameter is set to zero
because it is redundant.
Dependent Variable: Percent of Children in FC Placed with Kin
Year and Region dummies are also included in the model, but not shown due to space

Multiple regression analysis with GLM was used to test if policy variables were
associated with the overall percentage of children in a state who were in foster care. The results
of the regression indicated the overall model was significant (adjusted R2=.30,
F(18,491)=13.266, p=.000) and accounted for 30% of the variance in the percentage of children
in the child welfare system placed in kinship foster care.
Adjusting for other variables, notification policies were not significantly associated with
the percentage of children in public care placed with kin. It was expected that notification of
relatives would be significantly and positively associated with the number of children in kinship
foster care.
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Presence of placement policy was significantly and negatively associated with the overall
percentage of children in public care placed with kin (B= -0.025, p=.002). The estimate of the
intercept decreases by 2.50% when adjusted for other variables. In 2015, depending on the state,
a placement policy accounts for a decrease of between 2 to 456 (mean 64) of children into
kinship foster care. The expected direction was a significant and positive association between
requiring placement with relatives in foster care and the percentage of children in kinship foster
care.
Adjusting for other variables, formal diversion policies are not significantly associated
with the overall percentage of children in foster care placed with kin. The expected association
was significantly and negatively associated.
Licensing for relatives being mandatory is significantly and negatively associated to the
total percentage of children in kinship foster care (B= -0.084, p=.000). The estimate of the
intercept decreases by 8.40% when adjusted for other variables. This was the expected direction,
as the tension between requiring licensing and placing with relative may push kinship families
who are unable or unwilling to go through a licensing process into voluntary care. In 2015,
depending on the state, a mandatory licensing policy for kin accounts decrease of 6 to 1,539
(mean 215) children into kinship foster care
States with a subsidized guardianship program are significantly and positively associated
with the percentage of children in kinship foster care overall (B= 0.030, p=.003). The estimate of
the intercept increases by 3.0% when adjusted for other variables. In 2015, depending on the
state, presence of a subsidized guardianship program accounts for an increase of 2 to 550 (mean
77) children into kinship foster care. This result was expected as the hypothesized effect of
subsidized guardianship was expected to be significantly and positively associated.
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As with model 1, placement, mandatory licensing and subsidized guardianship policies
were significantly associated with the percentage of children in public child welfare who were
placed with kin, both licensed and unlicensed. Unlike research question 1, the numbers of actual
children affected by these policies are more substantial, and kinship policy does seem to play a
more impactful role on the percentage of children in kinship foster care, affecting between 2.5%
and 8.4% of children in kinship foster care.
Research question 3c. Model 3 addresses the question to what degree are a state’s policy
on relative notification, relative placement, formal diversion practices, relative licensing
requirement, and subsidized guardianship associated with the percentage of children in
nonparental care who are not in the child welfare system, but instead are being cared for in
informal kinship care (private and voluntary kinship care). Descriptive statistics of the
percentage of and number of children in informal kinship care indicate that depending on the
year, the percentage of children in informal care in a given state is between 74% and 96.6%
(mean 90.3%), which accounts for between 4,125 and 511,004 (mean 67,100) children.
A multiple regression analysis was run using univariate main effects GLM in IBM SPSS
(2017) and results are reported in Tables 4.12-4.13. Year and Region were entered as fixed
factors. Percentage of state population under 18 and policy variables were entered as covariates.
Plots of the residuals indicated normality.
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Table 4.12
GLM Multiple Regression Between-Subject Effects Research Question 3c- Model 3
Type III Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

Corrected Model

.264a

18

0.015

14.633 0.000

Intercept

1.33

1

1.33

1325.852 0.000

Year

0.02

9

0.002

2.224

Region

0.146

3

0.049

48.419 0.000

% Children under 18

0.065

1

0.065

65.06

0.000

Notification

0.001

1

0.001

1.15

0.284

Placement Preference

0.001

1

0.001

1.125

0.289

Formal Diversion Program

0.004

1

0.004

4.155

0.042

Licensing is Mandatory

0.015

1

0.015

14.622 0.000

Subsidized Guardianship

0.012

1

0.012

11.825 0.001

Error

0.492

491

0.001

Total

416.251

510

0.757

509

Source

Corrected Total
a R Squared = .349 (Adjusted R
Squared = .325)
Dependent Variable: Percent of children
in 1+2
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F

Sig.

0.019

Table 4.13
GLM Multiple Regression Analysis Parameter Estimates Research Question 3c- Model 3

Parameter

B

Robust
Std.
Errora

t

Sig.

95%
Confidence
Interval
Lower Bound

Upper
Bound

Intercept

0.725

0.029

24.984

0.000

0.668

0.782

% Children under 18

0.71

0.13

5.464

0.000

0.455

0.965

Notification

-0.004

0.004

-0.990

0.323

-0.011

0.004

Placement Preference

0.003

0.003

1.084

0.279

-0.003

0.009

Formal Diversion Program

-0.007

0.003

-2.052

0.041

-0.013

0.000

Licensing is Mandatory

0.012

0.003

3.750

0.000

0.006

0.019

Subsidized Guardianship

-0.012

0.004

-3.419

0.001

-0.019

-0.005

a HC3 method
b This parameter is set to zero
because it is redundant.
Dependent Variable: Percent of
children in 1+2
Year and Region dummies are
also included in the model, but
not shown due to space

Multiple regression analysis with GLM was used to test if policy variables were
associated with the overall percentage of children in a state who were in informal kinship care.
The results of the regression indicated the overall model was significant (adjusted R2=.33,

F(18,491)= 14.633, p=.000) and accounted for 33% of the variance in the percentage of children
in nonparental care in informal kinship care.
Adjusting for other variables, notification policies were not significantly associated with
the percentage of children in nonparental care who were in informal kinship care. It was
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expected that notification of relatives would be significantly and negatively associated with the
number of children in informal kinship care.
Adjusting for other variables, a placement policy was not significantly associated with
the percentage of children in nonparental care who were in informal kinship care. It was
expected that placement policy would be significantly and negatively associated with the number
of children in informal kinship care.
Adjusting for other variables, formal diversion policies were significantly and negatively
associated with the percentage of children in informal kinship care (B= -0.007, p=.041). The
estimate of the intercept decreases by 0.7% when adjusted for other variables. In 2015, a
diversion policy accounts for a decrease of between 42 and 2523 (mean 453) children in informal
kinship care. This result is particularly surprising as the expected association was significantly
and positive, as it was hypothesized a formal diversion program was designed to keep more
kinship families out of the public child welfare system.
Licensing for relatives being mandatory is significantly and positively associated to the
total percentage of children in informal kinship care (B= 0.012, p=.000). The estimate of the
intercept increases by 1.20% when adjusted for other variables. This was the expected direction,
as the tension between requiring licensing and placing with relative may push kinship families
who are unable or unwilling to go through a licensing process into voluntary care. In 2015,
depending on the state, a mandatory licensing policy for kin accounts for an increase of between
71 to 4,326 (mean 776) children into informal kinship care.
States with a subsidized guardianship program are significantly and negatively associated
with the percentage of children informal kinship care (B= -0.012, p=.001). The estimate of the
intercept decreases by 1.2% when adjusted for other variables. In 2015, depending on the state,
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presence of a subsidized guardianship program accounts for decrease of between 71 to 4,326
(mean 776) children from informal kinship care. The expected association between subsidized
guardianship and informal kinship care was a non-significant association.
With the exception of licensing being mandatory for kin, the results from this model were
unexpected, but the percentage of children affected are small. Only 1.2% of children in informal
kinship care are impacted by kinship policies of mandatory licensing and subsidized
guardianship, and .7% by formal diversion programs. However, given that the majority of
children in nonparental care are in informal kinship care, the actual number of children affected
is larger than in other models.
Research question 3d. Model 4 addresses the question to what degree are a state’s policy
on relative notification, relative placement, formal diversion practices, relative licensing
requirement, and subsidized guardianship associated with the percentage of children in
nonparental care who are in unlicensed (unpaid) kinship foster care? Descriptive statistics of the
percentage of and number of children in unlicensed kinship foster care indicate that depending
on the year, the percentage of children in unlicensed kinship foster care in a given state is
between .17% and 7% (mean 2.2%), which accounts for between 42 and 12,976 (mean 1492)
children.
A multiple regression analysis was run using univariate main effects GLM in IBM SPSS
(2017) and results are reported in Tables 4.14-4.15. Year and Region were entered as fixed
factors. Percentage of state population under 18 and policy variables were entered as covariates.
Plots of the residuals indicated normality.
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Table 4.14
GLM Multiple Regression Between-Subject Effects Research Question 3d- Model 4
Type III Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

Corrected Model

.039a

18

0.002

19.521 0.000

Intercept

0.005

1

0.005

41.831 0.000

0

9

0.000

0.415 0.927

Region

0.016

3

0.005

48.739 0.000

% Children under 18

0.001

1

0.001

7.082 0.008

0

1

0.000

0.930 0.335

Placement Preference

0.001

1

0.001

11.956 0.001

Formal Diversion Program

0.002

1

0.002

21.697 0.000

Licensing is Mandatory

0.017

1

0.017

153.240 0.000

Subsidized Guardianship

0

1

0.000

3.400 0.066

Error

0.053

484

0.000

Total

0.326

503

Source

Year

Notification

Corrected Total
0.092
502
a R Squared = .421 (Adjusted R Squared
= .399)
Dependent Variable: NPFC Percent of Children in Unlicensed Kinship FC (3)
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F

Sig.

Table 4.15
GLM Multiple Regression Analysis Parameter Estimates Research Question 3d- Model 4

Parameter

B

Robust
Std.
Errora

t

Sig.

95%
Confidence
Interval
Lower Bound

Upper
Bound

Intercept

0.052

0.006

8.696

0.000

0.041

0.064

% Children under 18

-0.078

0.026

-2.973

0.003

-0.129

-0.026

Notification

0.001

0.001

0.894

0.372

-0.001

0.004

Placement Preference

-0.004

0.001

-3.112

0.002

-0.006

-0.001

Formal Diversion Program

0.005

0.001

4.429

0.000

0.003

0.007

Licensing is Mandatory

-0.013

0.001

-12.799

0.000

-0.015

-0.011

Subsidized Guardianship

0.002

0.001

1.752

0.080

0.000

0.005

a HC3 method
b This parameter is set to zero
because it is redundant.
Dependent Variable: NPFC Percent of Children in Unlicensed Kinship FC (3)
Year and Region dummies are also included in the model, but not shown due to space

Multiple regression analysis with GLM was used to test if policy variables were
associated with the percentage of children in nonparental care who were in unlicensed kinship
foster care. The results of the regression indicated the overall model was significant (adjusted
R2=.40, F(18,484)= 19.521, p=.000) and accounted for 40% of the variance in the percentage of
children in nonparental care in unlicensed kinship foster care.
Adjusting for other variables, notification policies were not significantly associated with
the percentage of children in nonparental care placed in an unlicensed kinship home. It was
expected that notification of relatives be significantly and positively associated with unlicensed
kinship foster care.
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Adjusting for other variables, a placement policy was significantly and negatively
associated with the percentage of children in nonparental care who were unlicensed kinship
foster care (B= -0.004, p=.002). The estimate of the intercept decreases by 0.4% when adjusted
for other variables. In 2015, placement policy accounts for a decrease of between 1 and 40 (mean
6) children from unlicensed kinship care. It was expected that placement policy would be
significantly and positively associated with the number of children in unlicensed kinship care.
Adjusting for other variables, formal diversion policies were significantly and positively
associated with the percentage of children in unlicensed kinship foster care (B= 0.005, p=.000).
The estimate of the intercept increases by 0.5% when adjusted for other variables. In 2015,
depending on the state, a diversion policy accounts for an increase of between 1 and 50 (mean 9)
children in unlicensed kinship foster care. This result is particularly surprising as the expected
association was significantly and negative, as it was hypothesized a formal diversion program
was designed to keep more kinship families out of the public child welfare system.
Licensing for relatives being mandatory was significantly and negatively associated to
the total percentage of children nonparental care placed in unlicensed kinship homes (B= -0.013,
p=.000). The estimate of the intercept decreases by 1.30% when adjusted for other variables.
This was the expected direction. In 2015, depending on the state, a mandatory licensing policy
for kin accounts for a decrease of between 1 to 129 (mean 23) children from unlicensed kinship
foster care13.

13

Even in states where kinship licensing is mandatory, no state has ever had 0 children in
unlicensed kinship care. In 2015, the minimum number of children in a state in unlicensed
kinship care was 68. In the ten years collected, the lowest number of unlicensed kin reported by a
state was 42. This could be due in part to how states report paying kin, which is addressed in the
limitations of the coding of unlicensed kin.
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States with a subsidized guardianship program were not significantly associated with the
percentage of children in nonparental care placed in an unlicensed kinship home. It was expected
that subsidized guardianship be significantly and negatively associated with unlicensed kinship
foster care.
As with model 3, formal diversion programs were associated significantly but in the
opposite of the expected direction. Potentially, formal diversion programs are pushing families
into unlicensed care but not completely out of the child welfare system.
Research question 3e. Model 5 addresses the question to what degree are a state’s policy
on relative notification, relative placement, formal diversion practices, relative licensing
requirement, and subsidized guardianship associated with the percentage of children in
nonparental care who are in licensed (paid) kinship foster care? Descriptive statistics of the
percentage of and number of children in licensed kinship foster care indicate that depending on
the year, the percentage of children in licensed kinship foster care in a given state is between 0%
and 1.1% (mean 1.0%), which accounts for between 0 and 15,015 (mean 731) children.
A multiple regression analysis was run using univariate main effects GLM in IBM SPSS
(2017) and results are reported in Tables 4.16-4.17. Year and Region were entered as fixed
factors. Percentage of state population under 18 and policy variables were entered as covariates.
Plots of the residuals indicated normality.
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Table 4.16
GLM Multiple Regression Between-Subject Effects Research Question 3e- Model 5
Type III Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

Corrected Model

.012a

18

0.001

13.729 0.000

Intercept

0.002

1

0.002

46.743 0.000

Year

0.001

9

7.41E-05

1.589 0.115

Region

0.005

3

0.002

34.838 0.000

% Children under 18

0.001

1

0.001

24.211 0.000

0

1

0.000

4.06 0.044

1.40E-06

1

1.40E-06

0.03 0.862

0

1

0.000

2.695 0.101

Licensing is Mandatory

8.41E-07

1

8.41E-07

0.018 0.893

Subsidized Guardianship

0.002

1

0.002

37.847 0.000

Error

0.023

491 4.66E-05

Total

0.08

510

Source

Notification
Placement Preference
Formal Diversion Program

Corrected Total
0.034
509
a R Squared = .335 (Adjusted R Squared
= .310)
Dependent Variable: NPFC Percent of Children in Licensed Kinship FC (4)
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F

Sig.

Table 4.17
GLM Multiple Regression Analysis Parameter Estimates Research Question 3e- Model 5

Parameter

B

Robust
Std.
Errora

t

95% Confidence
Sig.
Interval
Lower Bound

Upper
Bound

Intercept

0.027

0.005

5.735 0.000

0.018

0.037

% Children under 18

-0.093

0.021

-4.383 0.000

-0.135

-0.052

Notification

0.002

0.001

1.951 0.052

-1.13E-05

0.003

Placement Preference

0.000

0.001

0.162 0.871

-0.001

0.002

Formal Diversion Program

-0.001

0.001

-1.506 0.133

-0.003

0.000

Licensing is Mandatory

9.23E-05

0.001

0.138 0.890

-0.001

0.001

Subsidized Guardianship

0.005

0.001

6.447 0.000

0.003

0.006

a HC3 method
b This parameter is set to
zero because it is redundant.
Dependent Variable: NPFC Percent of Children in Licensed Kinship FC (4)
Year and Region dummies are also included in the model, but not shown due to space

Multiple regression analysis with GLM was used to test if policy variables were
associated with the percentage of children in nonparental care placed in licensed kinship homes.
The results of the regression indicated the overall model was significant (adjusted R2=.31,

F(18,491)= 13.729, p=.000) and accounted for 31% of the variance in the percentage of children
in nonparental care in licensed kinship foster care.
Adjusting for other variables, notification policies were not significantly associated with
the percentage of children in nonparental care placed in a licensed kinship home. It was expected
that notification of relatives be significantly and positively associated with licensed kinship
foster care.
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Adjusting for other variables, a placement policy was not significantly associated with
the percentage of children in nonparental care placed in a licensed kinship home. It was expected
that a placement preference for relatives be significantly and positively associated with licensed
kinship foster care.
Adjusting for other variables, formal diversion policies was not significantly associated
with the percentage of children in nonparental care placed in a licensed kinship home. It was
expected that a formal diversion program be significantly and negatively associated with licensed
kinship foster care.
Licensing for relatives being mandatory was not significantly associated with the
percentage of children in nonparental care placed in a licensed kinship home. It was expected
that mandatory licensing would be significantly and positively associated with licensed kinship
foster care.
States with a subsidized guardianship program were significantly and positively
associated with the percentage of children in nonparental care placed in licensed kinship homes
(B= 0.005, p=.000). The estimate of the intercept increases by 0.5% when adjusted for other
variables. In 2015, depending on the state, subsidized guardianship accounts for an increase of
between 0 to 45 (mean 4) children from unlicensed kinship foster care. It was expected that
subsidized guardianship be significantly and positively associated with licensed kinship foster
care, because in order to access subsidized guardianship it is required the kinship home be
licensed.
It appears that with the exception of subsidized guardianship, kinship policies have little
effect on the number of children in licensed kinship care.
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Research question 3f. Model 6 addresses the question to what degree are a state’s policy
on relative notification, relative placement, formal diversion practices, relative licensing
requirement, and subsidized guardianship associated with the percentage of children in
nonparental care who are in traditional foster care (non-kin)? Descriptive statistics of the
percentage of and number of children in traditional foster care indicate that depending on the
year, the percentage of children in nonparental care who are in traditional foster care in a given
state is between 1.8% and 20.57% (mean 6.6%), which accounts for between 350 and 35,966
(mean 4224) children.
A multiple regression analysis was run using univariate main effects GLM in IBM SPSS
(2017) and results are reported in Tables 4.18-4.19. Year and Region were entered as fixed
factors. Percentage of state population under 18 and policy variables were entered as covariates.
Plots of the residuals indicated normality.
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Table 4.18
GLM Multiple Regression Between-Subject Effects Research Question 3f- Model 6
Type III Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

Corrected Model

.096a

18

0.005

9.903 0.000

Intercept

0.084

1

0.084

156.424 0.000

Year

0.017

9

0.002

3.529 0.000

Region

0.046

3

0.015

28.642 0.000

% Children under 18

0.035

1

0.035

66.034 0.000

Notification

0.000

1

0.000

0.29

0.590

1.05E-05

1

1.05E-05

0.02

0.889

Formal Diversion Program

0.001

1

0.001

0.946 0.331

Licensing is Mandatory

0.000

1

0.000

0.67

Subsidized Guardianship

0.002

1

0.002

4.163 0.042

Error

0.264

491

0.001

Total

2.584

510

Source

Placement Preference

Corrected Total
0.36
509
a R Squared = .266 (Adjusted R Squared
= .239)
Dependent Variable: NPFC Percent of Children in Traditional FC (5)

146

F

Sig.

0.414

Table 4.19
GLM Multiple Regression Analysis Parameter Estimates Research Question 3f- Model 6

Parameter

B

Robust Std.
Errora

t

Sig.

95%
Confidence
Interval
Lower Bound

Upper
Bound

Intercept

0.189

0.023

8.154

0

0.144

0.235

% Children under 18

-0.523

0.103

-5.085

0.00

-0.726

-0.321

Notification

0.001

0.003

0.52

0.603

-0.004

0.007

Placement Preference
Formal Diversion
Program

0.000

0.002

-0.156

0.876

-0.004

0.004

0.002

0.002

1.166

0.244

-0.002

0.006

Licensing is Mandatory
Subsidized
Guardianship

0.002

0.002

0.871

0.384

-0.002

0.006

0.005

0.003

2.031

0.043

0.000

0.010

a HC3 method
b This parameter is set
to zero because it is
redundant.
Year and Region
dummies are also
included in the model,
but not shown due to
space

Multiple regression analysis with GLM was used to test if policy variables were
associated with the percentage of children in nonparental care placed in traditional foster care.
The results of the regression indicated the overall model was significant (adjusted R2=.24,

F(18,491)= 9.903, p=.000) and accounted for 24% of the variance in the percentage of children
in nonparental care in licensed kinship foster care.
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Adjusting for other variables, notification policies were not significantly associated with
the percentage of children in nonparental care placed in traditional foster care. It was expected
that notification of relatives be significantly and negatively associated with traditional foster
care.
Adjusting for other variables, a placement policy was not significantly associated with
the percentage of children in nonparental care placed in traditional foster care. It was expected
that a placement preference for relatives be significantly and negatively associated with
traditional foster care.
Adjusting for other variables, formal diversion policies was not significantly associated
with the percentage of children in nonparental care placed in traditional foster care. It was
expected that a formal diversion program not be associated with traditional foster care.
Licensing for relatives being mandatory was not significantly associated with the
percentage of children in nonparental care placed traditional foster care. It was expected that
mandatory licensing for kin would be significantly and positively associated with traditional
foster care.
States with a subsidized guardianship program were significantly and positively
associated with the percentage of children in nonparental care placed traditional foster care (B=
0.005, p=.043). The estimate of the intercept increases by 0.5% when adjusted for other
variables. It was expected that there would be no significant association between subsidized
guardianship and the percentage of children in nonparental care placed in traditional foster
homes. In 2015, depending on the state, subsidized guardianship accounts for an increase of
between 2 to 141 (mean 20) children into traditional foster care.
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It appears that, with the exception of subsidized guardianship, kinship policies have little
effect on the number of children in traditional foster care.
Summary of Findings
Table 4.20 summarizes the results that policy variables have on the range of nonparental
family composition types.

Table 4.20
Policy Variable Findings Summary
4

5

6

KFC

3
NPFC
1+2

NPFC 3

NPFC 4

NPFC 5

x

x

x

x

x

x

x14

-

x

-

x

x

x

x

-

+

x

x

State requires licensing for kin

-

-

+

-

x

x

State has subsidized guardianship

+

+

-

x

+

+

Model Number

State law on notification
State law on preference for
relative for placement
Formal diversion program

1

2

FC

Key:
+
Significant positive association
-

Significant negative association

x

No significant association
Predictor acted in the direction of the hypothesized relationship.
Predictor acted in the opposite direction of the hypothesized relationship.
Hypothesis predicted no significant association but the results indicated a significant
association.
Hypothesized significant and positive association but no association in the results.
Hypothesized significant and negative association but no association in the results.

14

Significant association but B=.000
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Notification. State policies on notification showed no significant association between
notification and any criterion variable. There was no effect on overall foster care, kinship foster
care, informal kinship care, or unlicensed kinship foster care, licensed kinship foster care, or
traditional foster care. This was surprising and further exploration of the effects of notification
should be explored, and potential reasons why are discussed in Chapter Five.
Placement. State policies on a preference for relative placement did not conform to
expectations. States that have a stated preference for relative placements actually have fewer
children in kinship foster care overall, and fewer children in unlicensed foster care, despite
hypothesized relationships in the opposite direction. There is no observed association for overall
foster care, informal kinship care, or licensed kinship foster care, or traditional foster care.
Formal diversion program. Like placement policy, formal diversion programs also
acted differently than expected. It was expected that a formal diversion program would be
significantly associated with an increase in informal kinship care and a decrease in unlicensed
kinship care. Instead, formal diversion programs decrease the proportion of children in informal
kinship care and increase the proportion of children in unlicensed kinship foster care. There was
no association on overall foster care, kinship foster care, informal kinship care, licensed kinship
foster care or traditional foster care.
Licensing mandatory for kin. Licensing being mandatory for kinship foster care
placement acts as expected. States that require licensing for kinship foster care have fewer
overall children in foster care, fewer children in kinship foster care, more children in informal
kinship care, and fewer children in unlicensed kinship foster care. There is no effect on children
in licensed kinship foster care or children in traditional foster care.
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Subsidized guardianship. Subsidized guardianship was somewhat surprising in that
more significant associations were found than predicted. States with subsidized guardianship
have more children in foster care overall, more children in kinship foster care, fewer children in
informal kinship care, more children in licensed kinship foster care and more children in
traditional foster care. There is no effect on overall number of children in unlicensed kinship
foster care.
Conclusion
Data was collected for 510 data points looking at each state and D.C. for the years 20062015. Missing data was accounted for using accepted practices for data analysis. Descriptive
statistics were used to answer research question 1 and found states differed in nonparental family
type composition. Descriptive statistics were used to answer research question 2 and found states
differed in their interpretations of federal child welfare legislation. Research question 3 was
addressed using six models looking at associations with five policy variables and six nonparental
family type outcomes. The data for the six models met the assumptions for the multiple
regression analysis, which were conducted using GLM and reported in Tables 4.8 - 4.19. The
five predictor policy variables were tested to account for the relationship between policy and
nonparental family composition type. Four policy variables were significant predictors for at
least two criterion variables. These findings show that state law and child welfare policy is
associated with where children in nonparental care may end up residing.
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Chapter 5. Discussion
Introduction
There is evidence in the literature that children who are unable to live with either of their
parents are more at-risk than children in the general population (Bramlett and Radel, 2014). This
research identified five types of nonparental care families: private kinship care, voluntary kinship
care, unlicensed kinship foster care, licensed kinship foster care, and traditional (non-kin) foster
care. Currently, five percent of children in the United States are in nonparental care. The
majority are in the four kinship care households, with a small percentage in traditional, non-kin
foster care households. These five types of nonparental families differ in child welfare system
oversight and support across numerous dimensions, and acknowledge that the majority of
children in nonparental care are in private and voluntary kinship homes, with little to no
government oversight and services. Given the known vulnerability of children living without
either parent (Bramlett, Radel & Chow, 2017), it is important to understand whether available
child welfare system services and supports for kinship families are reaching the intended
population of at-risk children and families.
However, even within the child welfare system, how states utilize kin as resources for
children in foster care varies from state to state. Child welfare administrators and caseworkers
have been found to have conflicting feelings on the use of kinship care, some demonizing it,
some seeing it as a solution (AEC, 2013). Based on research that acknowledges the complexity
of kinship care arrangements, it is clear that kinship care presents both challenges and
opportunities; but when children are placed in kinship arrangements that are unlicensed kinship
care or voluntary kinship care, data points to a disadvantage for both the child and the caregiver
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(e.g. Bramlett et al., 2017; Wu, 2016). Overall, research is not yet clear on what nonparental
family system will best support child development (Winokur, Holtan & Batchelde, 2014).
In general, the development of kinship policy within child welfare has been left to the
states (Boots and Geen, 1999). Federal legislation such as PRWORA (1996) and FCA (2008)
have included language specific to kinship families with a goal of prioritizing kinship placements
and supporting kinship families primarily within the child welfare system. However, states play a
critical and often independent role in the interpretation of federal guidance related to kin within
the child welfare system. As a result, states use kinship care resources in child welfare differently
and, over time, this has produced dramatically different nonparental family type compositions by
state, with some states relying on informal kinship care more heavily, and others relying on the
public child welfare system more.
A better understanding of potential links between state CWS policies about kin and
nonparental family formation is necessary so that administrators, policy makers and advocates
can have additional tools needed to improve outcomes for children in nonparental care their
states. This will also provide a foundation to look for potential solutions, such as federal
recommendations for more consistent kinship care outcomes. Therefore, this research looked at
federal legislation designed to improve outcomes for kinship care by examining resulting state
policies and practices and the association with nonparental family types.
Summary of Methods, Findings and Recommendations for Future Research
While there are numerous potential factors contributing to the composition of nonparental
family types, the main goal of this study was to determine to what extent state child welfare
policy is associated with the type of nonparental families in that state. This study examined state
child welfare policies on notification, placement, diversion, licensing, and subsidized
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guardianship, and how the polices were associated with the proportion of nonparental family
types in each state. It was expected that the predictor variables of state notification, placement,
diversion, licensing, and subsidized guardianship would be correlated to states’ composition of
nonparental families, which were defined as six criterion variables.
Data was collected for 510 data points looking at each state and D.C. for the years 20062015. Missing data was accounted for using accepted practices for data analysis. Each model
used GLM and included years and region as fixed factors, percentage of children under 18 and
the five policy predictors as covariates. The five predictor policy variables were tested to account
for the relationship between policy and nonparental family composition type. Findings showed
that four policy variables: placement, diversion, licensing, and subsidized guardianship, were
significant predictors for at least two criterion variables. Findings also showed that placement
and diversion policies acted unexpectedly. This section expands on the findings for each policy
variable and also briefly discusses logical next steps for future research for each variable.
Notification. One of the goals of the Fostering Connections Act (2008) was to help
children who enter the public child welfare system maintain family connections (Jordan, 2010).
Within 30 days of a child’s removal from his or her home, states must identify and give notice of
the child’s removal to all relatives, both maternal and paternal. This notice should provide
relatives with an opportunity to participate in the child’s life in foster care and should explain the
ways in which a relative can apply to become a foster parent for the child. The notice must also
explain the various ways to maintain connections with the child and the services that are
available to assist relative caregivers (P.L. 110-351).
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Since 2008, 21 states have adopted language into state statute that mirrors the federal
notification requirement15. It was hypothesized that states with notification policies would have
more children in kinship foster care, both in unlicensed and licensed categories, and
proportionally less children in informal kinship care and traditional foster care. However, the
results of the regression analysis showed there was no significant association between a state’s
notification policy and the resulting proportion of children in kinship foster care. This is not to
say notification policies are having the opposite effect of the intended federal legislation, but that
as of 2015, there was no significant association.
This could be due to the relatively short time since federal enactment and the resulting
state law changes. The majority of states that did incorporate notification language into state law
did so between 2009 and 2011. This simply may not have been enough time to for child welfare
practice to catch up to law and show significant associations between states who adopt a
notification policy and states who do not. There is also no financial incentive to implement a
notification policy, which comes with some fiscal impact to the state. As a result of states having
to bear the burden of adding the process, it could have caused slower state level adoption.
Another explanation could be that the state’s law is largely symbolic, and that states are
following the federal guidelines even without specific statutes which could result in not much
real difference across the states. Looking at how notification potentially becomes signification in
the coming years will be an important follow-up.
A further exploration of the notification variable was performed using a simple
differences-in-differences equation, which is shown in tables 5.1-5.3. More than any other
predictor variable with the exception of subsidized guardianship, many states added a

15

Not including two states which had a notification policy in 2006.
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notification policy into state law at the same point in time. To run this analysis, states that added
a notification policy in 2009 (N=11) were paired regionally and by NPFC Type with states with
no policy. The mean of kinship foster care out of all public care, traditional foster care out of all
public care, and informal kinship care out of all nonparental care was calculated in 2006 and
2015, giving time for the notification policy changes from 2009 to take effect in practice16.

Table 5.1
DID Notification: Kinship Foster Care/Public Care

2006
2015
Change

Treatment
22.8%
28.5%
5.7%

Control
20.8%
27.1%
6.4%

Difference
2.0%
1.3%
-0.7%

Table 5.2
DID Notification: Traditional Foster Care/Public Care

2006
2015
Change

16

Treatment
49.8%
48.8%
-1.0%

Control
51.9%
52.6%
0.7%

Difference
-2.1%
-3.7%
-1.6%

DID was also run for 2006 to 2012 and similar, but less remarkable, trends were found.
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Table 5.3
DID Notification: Informal Kinship Care/Nonparental Care

2006
2015
Change

Treatment
89.4%
89.3%
-0.1%

Control
89.0%
87.8%
-1.2%

Difference
0.5%
1.5%
1.1%

The effect of notification policy actually led to a 0.7% decrease of children in foster care
placed with kin, a 1.6% decrease in children placed in traditional foster care, and a 1.1% increase
in the percent of children placed in informal kinship care. This may mean that the eventual
significant association of notification will be in the opposite of the expected direction. This was
found with placement policy, discussed next. Future research on notification could include more
advanced statistical analysis using the differences in differences technique.
Placement. PRWORA (1996) stated that states must prioritize relatives for placement if
possible. Under PRWORA, Congress required states to “consider giving preference to an adult
relative over a non-related caregiver when determining a placement for a child, provided that the
relative caregiver meets all relevant State child protection standards” (P.L. 104-193). In 2006,
21 states had incorporated relative preference language into state statute. By 2015, 31 states had
such language. It was hypothesized that states with a stated preference for relative placement
would have an increased proportion of children in kinship foster care homes, less children in
traditional foster care, and less children in informal kinship care, given the mandate to place with
suitable relatives when a child comes to the attention of child protective services.
However, state policies on a preference for relative placement acted surprisingly. States
that have a stated preference for relative placements actually have less children in kinship foster
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care overall, and less children in unlicensed foster care, despite hypothesized relationships in the
opposite direction. There was no effect on overall foster care, informal kinship care, or licensed
kinship foster care, or traditional foster care.
This surprising result may be due to child welfare practice and how states are interpreting
the federal law. Child welfare workers may assume that by identifying family members once a
child comes to their attention and asking the family to care for the child, but then not opening or
keeping open the dependency case, they have “placed” with a relative. If there is a ready and
willing relative able to take the child when the child is most vulnerable, the mindset of less
government intervention and family knows best may prevail (AEC, 2013).
The danger here is this creates a voluntary kinship placement, which means no child
welfare oversight and no access to child welfare resources, making these kinship families
particularly vulnerable. In addition, voluntary placements do not offer resources to biological
parents, who presumably also came to the attention of the child welfare system due to the abuse
or neglect charge which made the child visible. The low rate of reunification among informal
families means that by placing children outside the child welfare system, the child welfare
agency is abdicating their duty towards permanency, and potentially safety, if there is no
background check.
Instead of more children in kinship foster care, states with a placement preference for kin
seem to be increasing the usage of voluntary kinship care due to the increased informal kinship
care outcomes. Placement policy may be in fact functioning as a child welfare system diversion
as opposed to increasing the number of children in foster care placed kinship homes.
To understand how placement policies are truly functioning and affecting children who
come to the attention of the child welfare system, it will be important to understand how agents
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of the child welfare system interpret the requirement to place with kin. Future research on
placement policy should include state visits to determine child welfare agent perception of
placement requirements as well as judicial interpretation of the statutes. Future research should
also examine closely any interactions between region and informal kinship care17 with regards to
the placement predictor variable.
Formal diversion program. Like placement policy, formal diversion programs also
acted unexpectedly. It was expected that a formal diversion program, which is designed to give
families the option to enter the child welfare system or take the child under a voluntary
arrangement, would be significantly associated with an increase in informal kinship care and a
decrease in unlicensed kinship care. However, this study found that formal diversion programs
decrease the proportion of children in informal kinship care and increase the proportion of
children in unlicensed kinship foster care. This could be due to the fact that diversion programs
by nature are designed to more appropriately give kinship families options. It could be that given
full disclosure, kinship families are more likely to choose to remain in the child welfare system
in order to access resources.
However, this result is counter to some state examples. For instance, Tennessee has had a
formal diversion program since 2006. Table 5.4 depicts that over ten years, they average a lower
public foster care usage compared to the U.S. (4.91% versus 5.75%) and a high usage of
informal kinship care (94.2% verses 91.22%).

17

If the model is run without consideration for region, placement has a significant and positive association
with an increase in informal kinship care.
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Table 5.4
Tennessee compared to US average for NPFC Types Over Ten Years
Year
‘06

TN 1+2a
94.10%

US 1+2
91.70%

TN 3b
0.66%

US 3
1.81%

TN 4c
0.36%

US 4
0.92%

TN 5d
4.88%

US 5
5.57%

‘07

94.97%

91.62%

0.51%

1.82%

0.26%

0.99%

4.25%

5.57%

‘’08

94.83%

90.75%

0.37%

1.99%

0.22%

1.02%

4.58%

6.24%

09

94.33%

90.98%

0.41%

1.98%

0.21%

0.89%

5.05%

6.15%

‘10

94.73%

91.30%

0.40%

1.98%

0.16%

0.89%

4.71%

5.83%

‘11

93.80%

91.17%

0.83%

2.03%

0.38%

1.01%

4.99%

5.79%

‘12

93.75%

91.35%

0.71%

2.03%

0.45%

1.01%

5.10%

5.61%

‘13

93.28%

91.38%

0.68%

2.05%

0.56%

1.06%

5.47%

5.51%

‘14

94.05%

91.15%

0.50%

2.20%

0.36%

1.07%

5.09%

5.58%

‘15

94.14%

90.75%

0.50%

2.49%

0.35%

1.10%

5.01%

5.66%

2.04%

0.33% 1.00%

4.91%

5.75%

Mea
n
94.20% 91.22% 0.56%
a Informal Kinship Care
b Unlicensed Kinship Foster Care
c Licensed Kinship Foster Care
d Traditional Foster Care

One explanation for this result could be the inclusion of the “region” fixed factor in the
GLM. 72.4% of southern region states had a formal diversion program compared to 21.5% of
western region states. Running each of the models without the region fixed factor, formal
diversion programs are not significantly associated with any nonparental family composition
outcome.
The next step would be looking closely at how these policies operate in each region as
opposed to including them all in one model to further sort out potential effects of diversion
programs. In addition, visiting states with established formal diversion programs and gathering
data on social work practice in these areas are needed next steps.
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Licensing mandatory for kin. Licensing being mandatory for kinship foster care
placement acts as hypothesized. In 2015, 20 states had a mandatory licensing requirement for
kin. This was also a relatively stable policy variable, with very little fluctuation in state policy
over the ten-year period. This research found that states that require licensing for kinship
families who take children in the child welfare system have fewer overall children in foster care,
less children in kinship foster care, more children in informal kinship care, and less children in
unlicensed kinship foster care.
This may be attributed to the fact that licensing process itself is a fairly heavy burden,
requiring in most states the kin family pass a background check, complete several hours of preservice training, participate in a detailed family evaluation, and allow a home inspection to
ensure their home meets the requirements of state regulations for licensing. Many kinship
families may opt to not pursue licensure because of these requirements. This may mean that they
accept children as a voluntary placement or the child is placed in a traditional foster home with
licensed non-kin.
States that require licensing for kin are also less likely to have state policy identifying kin
as preferred placements and far more likely to also have a formal kinship diversion program.
Future research on mandatory licensing should go beyond just main effects and examine
interaction effects between formal diversion programs, placement policies, and mandatory
licensing policies.
Subsidized guardianship. Subsidized guardianship from the federal government was
made possible through FCA (2008), and many states choose to take advantage of this additional
way to pay kin involved in the public child welfare system. Among other things, the Act
established the Title IV-E Guardianship Assistance Program (GAP), which allows federal funds
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to be used to support state subsidies for eligible children and relative guardians who are
committed to caring permanently for these children.
Subsidized guardianship allows states to achieve permanency for children by closing a
dependency case with guardianship after adoption has been ruled out, the relative family has
been licensed, and the child has been living with the relative for six months or more. Not only
can the case be closed out, but the kinship family can negotiate a federal subsidy similar to the
adoption subsidy to help support the child until they reach age of 18 (Casey Family Programs,
2018). By 2015, 33 states had adopted a subsidized guardianship program.
The results for subsidized guardianship were somewhat unexpected in that more
significant associations were found than predicted, but it was also the variable that displayed the
most change over the ten years. States with subsidized guardianship have more children in foster
care overall, more children kinship foster care, fewer children in informal kinship care, more
children in licensed kinship foster care and more children in traditional foster care. There is no
effect on overall number of children in unlicensed kinship foster care.
Subsidized guardianship seems to be acting as an incentive for states to place children
with kin in foster care and to subsequently license the kin family, since the requirement of
accessing the program is that the kin family must be licensed and the child must be with the
family for six months prior to closing with subsidized guardianship. More than any other policy,
this variable seems to be having a positive effect for kinship families. This finding in context is
not surprising, given that this is also the policy that is tied with the most financial support for kin
from the federal government, and therefore acts as a financial incentive for states (Casey Family
Programs, 2018).
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What is potentially most interesting about the effect of subsidized guardianship on
nonparental family composition is that although many states have adopted subsidized
guardianship, there has been less utilization of the program than expected (Casey Family
Programs, 2018). As the program becomes more utilized as a permanency option for children, it
will be interesting to see if the significant associations stay the same, increase, or decrease.
Future research could operationalize subsidized guardianship by utilization rate as opposed to a
simple dummy variable. Future research should also look interactions between the way states use
waivers to license kin as related to the utilization of subsidized guardianship.
Policy Variable Conclusions
Using the models as defined by this study, licensing being mandatory for kin has the
potentially most harmful effect for children in nonparental care. States with mandatory licensing
policies have an increase in informal kinship care which can be attributed to the diversion tactic
of requiring relative families to meet the high bar for licensing in order to take placement of
children in the child welfare system. Mandatory licensing is a potential cost saving measure for
states, as states with this policy have significantly less children in foster care overall. However, it
is questionable if children truly fair better outside the child welfare system.
Placement policies and diversion programs are also potentially problematic for children.
Diversion programs increase the number of children in unlicensed kinship foster care, another
placement type that potentially puts kinship families into more vulnerable situations. What is
most surprising is the effect of placement policies, which actually result in fewer children in
foster care being placed with kin.
Subsidized guardianship seems to have the most positive effect for children in
nonparental care, by decreasing the number of children in informal kinship care, increasing the
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number of children in foster care placed with kin, and having a positive effect on the number of
children in licensed kinship homes. However, future research on subsidized guardianship
outcomes should look at the rate of reunification post guardianship for children and birth parents,
and ensure that guardianship is not being used to side-step providing services to birth parents.
Limitations of Study
While limitations with methods have been addressed along the way, this section will
address the overall limitations of this study. The first major limitation is the data itself. As noted
in detail in the appendix, this analysis uncovered issues with the AFCARS data set that was used
for 2006-2015, specifically in how states identify kin. The categories of placement mean that
fictive kin can be considered “foster home- non relative” and both relatives and fictive kin can
potentially be found in “pre-adoptive home”. In addition, AFCARS does not require states to report
if the home is licensed or not, so assumptions had to be made based on if the home was paid and
what funding stream that payment came from- for example IV-E or state dollars.
Another data limitation was uncovered in the Child Maltreatment Reports, which collect
state level data on several key maltreatment variables. Specific to this study, the number of total
referrals of abuse or neglect received by a state in a given year was planned to be an important
covariate in the models. However, several states systematically did not report this data year over
year, resulting in a variable with data not MCAR, meaning data replacement techniques were
questionable. In the end, the decision was made to drop this variable, but valuable information is
also lost.
One of the biggest limitations of this study was defining five types of nonparental families
but only being able to specifically look at four. This is because the population of kinship families
that make up informal kinship care are not differentiated in any reporting by how the placement
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was initiated- either privately by the kinship family or voluntarily through the intervention of the
child welfare system. The ability to differentiate between private and voluntary kinship families
in the informal population of kin families is not possible at this time this as data is not tracked by
most states and not captured in any of the national demographic surveys such as the ACS. Research
shows that there are potential differences between private and voluntary kinship families, with
voluntary kinship families being potentially more vulnerable that private kin families, and overall,
informal kinship families lacking the resources that formal kinship families have by virtue of being
connected to the child welfare system. Not being able to parse out these potentially different types
of families is a disadvantage.
As discussed in chapter 3, selection the best method for analysis was challenging.
Because the resulting data set could be considered pooled time series cross sectional data
(TSCR), selecting the correct method for analysis was challenging. While GLM with years
entered as fixed factors was selected as the method to analyze the data, and correct for the
autocorrelation, there are other methods that could have been selected, which were detailed in
Chapter 3.
Another limitation comes from a review of the model results. It is clear between looking at
the raw data and the model results that choosing to only examine main effects and not interactions
are potentially limiting the explanatory power of the results. It appears that there are interactions
between regions and policy variables, and potentially between policy variables themselves.
There were a few variables that were unable to be fully collected for this study due to a
lack of transparency by the state or due to inconsistency across the state. These variables were
training of kin and support of kin. This study was not able to identify how states choose to train
kinship families. Future research should examine how each state trains kinship families for the
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purposes of licensing. The variable for support, operationalized as the percentage of the state
population that was covered by a Kinship Navigator program, was not able to be collected
because of a lack of consistency across current navigator programs, and a lack of definition of
what navigator programs provide.
Implications of Findings and Future Research
This study was designed to answer three major questions. First, do states differ in
nonparental family type composition? Second, do states differ in their interpretation of federal
child welfare policy? And third, is state law and child welfare policy associated with the
formation of nonparental family types? These findings have been discussed at length in the
previous sections. However, the broader question this study sought to answer was if the
interaction between federal legislation and resulting state law and child welfare policy results in
the intended effect of the federal legislation when looking at nonparental family composition
outcomes in each state?
Figure 5.1 combines two earlier figures by adding the results from this study. This
research provides evidence that nonparental family types, as defined by this study, differ by
state. In addition, gathering state law and policy data provides some evidence that states differ in
their interpretation of federal child welfare policy. This is further evidenced by the significant
associations found between state law and child welfare policy and nonparental family type
composition in the states.
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Figure 5.1. Contribution of Study

The answers to these three research questions now provides a foundation to address the
broader question of if federal policy designed to improve child welfare outcomes is having the
intended effect. The intended effect of the language aimed at kinship families in recent federal
law and litigation seemed to be aimed at improving child welfare outcomes by keeping children
who enter the child welfare system also more connected to kin while the families receive
services. However, the interaction between federal and state law show that the actual effect could
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be opposite of what was intended, specifically around mandatory licensing and placement
policies.
As outlined in the literature review, it is still uncertain what nonparental placement type
provides the best outcomes for children and families when parents are unable to provide care.
However, state policies that have the effect of potentially creating more vulnerable types of
kinship families- especially voluntary and unlicensed kinship foster care, should be reexamined
in light of these findings. This section will outline the implication of findings at each level in the
ecosystem as well as highlight areas for broader future research.
Macrosytem: Federal law and litigation. These findings provide a foundation on which
to look for potential federal improvements to kinship care legislation. This research shows the
potential unintended consequences of current legislation. It also shows that if the federal
government creates incentives tied to kinship care, such as with subsidized guardianship, states
are more eager to enact state law in a way that actually does seem to benefit kin by creating more
ideal nonparental family types.
It is clear that states interpret the federal mandates around notification and placement
differently from both federal intention and from state to state and over time. Federal
recommendations will need to be potentially more prescriptive if policy advocates are hoping to
achieve more consistent kinship care outcomes across the country.
At the federal level, improvements in data collection and quality can assist in having
accurate information to make better policy decisions. Both the AFCARS datasets and Child
Maltreatment reports used here had flaws in how states report and in how kinship families are
categorized and what is tracked. Improving data points will provide a clearer picture of what is
actually happening at the state level.
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The interaction between federal legislation and state law is often driven by financial
penalty and incentives. There is a tension between doing the best for children and families and
how to pay for it. Some policies have the effect of saving the state money in the short term
should be reexamined in terms of the long-term costs for the state. If a policy will cost the state
money, economic theory explains that states will find a way to do less of it, and if the policy
provides a financial incentive, states may be more likely to adopt it. However, if the cost of not
doing a policy is a financial penalty that can be reduced, states may consider it the cost of doing
business. Future research should incorporate the financial cost, incentive, and penalty of federal
policies on the states.
Families First Prevention Services Act. In 2018, the Families First Prevention Services
Act [FFPSA] was signed into law, the most sweeping child welfare legislation in decades (P.L.
115-123). It fundamentally changes how the federal government pays for child welfare services,
and allows states to use funds derived from Title IV-E of the Social Security Act, the entitlement
that pays for child welfare, for “time-limited” services aimed at preventing use of foster care in
maltreatment cases. These services include mental health, substance abuse treatment, and
parenting programs with a focus on keeping children with their birth parents or other family
members. Future research should continue capturing state level data and how states choose to
implement FFPSA. Using this dataset will provide a platform to see how states respond and what
states may be more prepared to take advantage of financial incentives made available in for these
sweeping changes.
Current litigation. D.O. vs Glisson was heard in the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals and is
currently having an impact on how states in that jurisdiction are treating kin. Currently, this
ruling only affects the states in the Sixth Circuit. In 2018 Kentucky passed legislation restoring
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their kinship care program, which provides payment for children placed in kinship foster care. In
April 2019, Michigan will begin paying unlicensed foster kinship families at the same rate of pay
that traditional foster parents and licensed kinship foster parents receive (Sankaran, 2019).
However, if Kentucky files a writ of certiorari to the U.S. Supreme Court, the ruling
would have an extensive impact. This research found that a more than half of the states currently
allow unlicensed caregivers to care for children in the custody of the child welfare system, and
under a broader ruling, states would be required to pay these “approved” but unlicensed
caregivers the same as licensed caregivers (ABA, 2018). Given that in 2015 unlicensed care
currently makes up an average of 13% of all foster care placements in the U.S., the fiscal impact
would be great, especially for states currently relying on unlicensed kin18. It is not yet clear if
states can receive IV-E reimbursement payment for approved caregivers or if full licensing
would still be required. If states are unable to receive federal reimbursement for approved
kinship foster placements, they would be responsible for the cost with state dollars alone.
Therefore, kinship advocates have voiced concerns that states may respond by actually
increasing the diversion of children to the care of kin outside the child welfare system or not
place children with kin at all (ABA, 2018). As seen in this research, any time there is federal
guidance that puts the majority of the financial burden on the states, the intent of the guidance
may actually result in the opposite of the expected result.
Future research should look carefully at any changes in nonparental family composition
in Kentucky and Michigan as a result of state policy changes stemming from recent legislation.
Both California and Tennessee now pay relatives at the time of placement, but also require
licensing to be conducted within a certain time period. Comparing changes in Kentucky and

18

This research found that in 2015 states vary in their utilization of unlicensed kin from one percent to 68% of all
children in foster care.
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Michigan with California and Tennessee will provide potential information on if making
licensing mandatory makes a difference in nonparental family composition outcomes.
Exosystem: State law and child welfare policy. States trying to keep children in the
child welfare system connected to their family should examine closely how placement and
diversion polices are working in practice. State administrators maybe surprised to discover that
policies they think are designed to help children stay safely with kin are having the opposite
effect. Most compelling is the finding that states with placement preferences for relatives once
children enter foster care actually have fewer children in kinship foster care. States should look
closely at when placement is occurring, and if placement is actually used a a diversion from the
child welfare system that actually places children into voluntary kinship care.
States that have not yet adopted a subsidized guardianship policy should be encouraged
to do so, given the potential benefit for children. Subsidized guardianship does may create an
unintended incentive to add more children into the foster care system, as both foster care overall
and kinship foster care are increased in states with subsidized guardianship. However, subsidized
guardianship also offers another option for states to achieve faster permanency for children while
partnering with kin (Casey Family Programs, 2018). More than any other policy, subsidized
guardianship seems to strike a positive public-private partnership for vulnerable children,
allowing a greater proportion of children in non-parental care to receive services within the
oversight and financial structure of the child welfare system, while also living with kin who
become licensed and can access financial support for the child post case closure.
In order to gain a clearer understanding the true nonparental family composition and the
potential impact of state law and policy, states should be encouraged to think about how they
report use of kin for federal reports more specifically and with more quality. The uneven nature
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of the child maltreatment data reporting and the finding that AFCARS data may be
underreporting the use of public kinship care by 10% means that the current analysis may not be
sufficient to describe what is actually occurring for children and families. State data experts can
work together to come up with common definitions for how they utilize kinship resources within
the child welfare system. States should also begin tracking the number of children that come to
the attention of the child welfare system and who end up in voluntary kinship placements. In
addition to simply tracking that data, long term outcomes for voluntary kinship families can be
studied if the data is available.
As stated in the limitations, it was not possible to collect all the potential predictor policy
variables. Two that were identified as important and left out of the final model include training
programs and support. Future research should include what states are doing to train kinship
families and begin to incorporate support as operationalized by Kinship Navigator programs.
Training programs. It is known that states differ in the use of training for kinship
caregivers. For states that do allow kinship caregivers to access training, some states, such as
California and Alabama, use the same training for all kinship and foster families. States such as
Tennessee require all kinship families to be trained but have a specific kinship training program.
And states such as Nevada allow kinship families to choose to take training as part of licensing,
but have separate training requirements and curriculums for foster families than kinship families.
There is no known research on if kinship specific training makes a difference in caregiver or
child outcomes, or nonparental family composition outcomes, and future research incorporating
training types could begin to look at any potential associations.
Kinship navigator programs. Research has shown that one of the biggest needs
nonpublic kinship caregivers have is a need for information (Strozier & Krisman, 2007; Denby,
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2011). Social workers and other human service professionals have become increasingly
interested in providing services to kinship families outside of TANF or foster care (Urban
Institute, 2001; Nelson et al., 2010, AECF, 2012), noting that comprehensive programs should
link informal kinship caregivers to the financial supports for which they are already eligible.
Some states have worked to remedy this need through internal programs. New Hampshire
designates a relative care specialist/relative liaison who provides all relatives, licensed and
unlicensed, with ongoing support and links to appropriate agencies (Children’s Bureau, 2011).
Some states go further and have established Kinship Navigator Programs.
Kinship Navigator programs also acknowledge the special challenges faced by informal
kinship families and help connect kinship caregivers to services that are critical to the well-being
of the family. Less government intervention and at the same time increased access to accurate
information ensure that kinship families can make the best decisions for the children in their
care. Woodruff et al. (2014) found that the majority of kinship caregivers perceived that the
navigator program was beneficial and helped them gain knowledge of services, resources, and
legal options. Woodruff et al (2014) also found that there was no difference in the perceived
benefit of services between grandparents and other types of kinship caregivers, showing that all
kinship caregivers face similar challenges in navigating formal and informal systems and
receiving information about and access to programs and services (pg. 149).
Kinship caregivers benefit from Kinship Navigation services, as evidenced by studies of
kinship navigator programs which found that kinship caregivers report improved access to legal
services, financial supports, concrete supports, better relationships with birth parents, and feeling
supported (Beltran, 2011; Lin, 2014; Nelson-Dusek & Gerrard, 2012; James Bell Associates,
2013; Wallace & Lee, 2013).
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In a study of informal kinship caregivers who participated in a state-supervised kinship
navigator program, Woodruff, Murray and Rushovich (2014) found that kinship caregivers
utilized services that included supportive listening, concrete services, financial resources,
medical services and legal assistance most often. Caregivers also reported needing more case
management from the navigator program, and asked for additional financial assistance. In a
study that included a survey of kinship navigators, those providing services to private and
voluntary kinship families, researchers found that kinship navigators believed that their position
outside the formal child welfare system helped build trust with the caregivers (Rushovich et al.,
2017).
FFPSA also includes a 50% match for Kinship Navigator Programs that meet with
program requirements set forth in section 427(a)(1) of 42 U.S.C 627 that also meet the minimum
standard as promising practice under the evidence-based requirements newly outlined in FFPSA
(471(e)(4)(C)). A fundamental component of navigator programs as outlined as described in
section 427(a)(1) of the Social Security Act is providing information and referral to all kinship
families. Navigator programs should assist families in learning about information and connecting
to legal, financial, and community resources specific to their caregiving situation. Navigator
Models are currently being defined, and to date, no program has met the rigorous evidence-based
standards required for states to draw down IV-E funds. A brief explanation of general Navigator
program components can be found in the appendix. Future research should incorporate what
states are doing to develop, enhance, and evaluate Navigator programs and look at resulting
changes in nonparental family composition, in the context of changing legislation.
State budgets. A state’s financial investment into the nonparental family differs based on
the type of family. On the public side, unlicensed kinship families are unpaid, reducing the
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financial burden on the state. On the private side, families diverted into voluntary kinship care
are also unpaid, and far fewer state resources go into monitoring the family and child, and toward
reunification services for the family. This means that each state’s mix of the five types of
nonparental families has ramifications for the state’s budget. It is unclear how state budgets,
including states utilization of IV-A, IV-B and IV-E SSA dollars for child welfare, and state CWS
policy concerning kin families, contribute to the resulting nonparental family composition in a
state. It is unknown if states with tighter budgets are more likely to use unlicensed kinship care
and voluntary kinship care. Future research could examine state budgets and nonparental family
type composition.
Federal policy regarding both child welfare and kin create a tension each state has
addressed differently, which could partially explain why different states have such a high
variation in nonparental family composition. However, given known differences in child
outcomes, caregiver access to resources, and state oversight of the five nonparental family types,
awareness of how state policies and state budgets contribute to the creation of nonparental
families is a logical next step in an effort to ensure that nonparental family outcomes are aligned
with child welfare policy goals.
Mesosystem: Nonparental family types. This research identified United States
nonparental family composition trends. Specifically, it was found that foster care makes up
9.05% to 10.20% of all children in nonparental care. The ten-year average was 9.63% of all
children in non-parental care were in the child welfare system. Every year 90 to 92% of children
in non-parental care are outside the child welfare system. Kinship foster placements have
increased every year except for 2008 and 2009- from 30.16% to 35.19%, but over the same time
period the use of unlicensed kinship foster care has increased every year and the use of licensed
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kinship foster care is decreasing. Traditional foster care is also declining, from 67% to 61% of all
foster care placements. This means that more children in the child welfare system are placed with
kin, but more children are placed in homes that are unlicensed. These trends are disconcerting
from the point of view of the children and families served by the CWS. Future research should
look at how states support unlicensed kinship foster families.
Microsystem and child outcomes. The trend towards more children in unlicensed
kinship foster care identified in the nonparental family composition shifts over ten years points to
the fact that children in nonparental care are potentially more vulnerable in nonparental
placements now than before. Future research should be careful to identify the type of nonparental
placement when looking at outcomes for children. A major oversight in the current literature is a
lack of definition of the nonparental placement. Often kinship care is compared to foster care,
but as this research shows, that is not sufficient given the many types of kinship placements,
including in kinship foster care. All research on kinship and foster care should be careful to
define the specific type of nonparental placement so that true outcomes can be examined. An
understanding of the strengths and opportunities of each type of nonparental placement,
combined with what type of vulnerable child is best served by each, will help child welfare
policy advocates and administrators make the best decision for vulnerable children.
Conclusion
This research provided an examination of states’ laws, policy and practice concerning
kinship care and is a critical first step to an improved understanding of the relationship between
state CWS policies related to kin and nonparental family formation. State policies around
placement, diversion, mandatory licensing and subsided guardianship were all shown to have
significant associations with nonparental family types. Suggestions for future research for each
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policy variable were provided. Developing a better understanding of how state child welfare
policies form nonparental families is necessary so that policy makers and administrators can
begin to make more informed decisions in their interpretation of federal policy at the state level.
This research also begins to answer the question of whether federal legislation designed
to support family connections in the public child welfare system is having the intended effect on
families, with the answer being- no. Suggestions to improve data collection at the federal level in
order to have more accurate information on children in kinship care were provided.
And finally, this dissertation research contributes to the advancement of the
understanding of kinship policy and practice through enhancing the understanding of the
connections among federal law and its influence on child outcomes. This study paves the way for
future research with the goal improving outcomes for children in nonparental care, especially for
the four percent of vulnerable children in the United States currently in kinship care.
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Appendix A: Definition of Terms
Kinship Care: The full-time parenting of a child by a relative or fictive kin with no birth parents
in the home.
Relative Care: The subset of kinship caregivers who are blood relatives of the child for whom
they are caring.
Fictive Kin: The subset of kinship caregivers who do not have a blood relationship to the child.
Private Kinship Care: Care of a child by a relative or fictive kin that occurs privately, with no
CWS involvement.
Voluntary Kinship Care: Care of a child by a relative or fictive kin that is formed by CWS,
without the CWS taking the child into custody
Nonpublic Kinship Care: Children who are not wards of the CWS in either private or voluntary
kinship care.
Informal Kinship Care: Nonpublic kinship care; voluntary and private kinship care.
Foster Care: Children are considered to be in foster care when the CWS has placed the child in
out of home care after formal removal of the child from their family. Children can be in foster
care with a relative or fictive kin, or with a stranger.
Kinship Foster Care: Children in foster care with a licensed relative or fictive kin
Unlicensed Kinship Care: Children in foster care with an unlicensed relative or fictive kin.
Public Kinship Care: Children in foster care with licensed or unlicensed relatives of fictive kin.
Traditional Foster Care: Children in foster care with an unrelated caregiver with whom they had
no pre-existing relationship. Traditional foster parents are required to be licensed prior to
receiving children in their home.
Stranger Care: Traditional foster care.
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Caregiver: Adult providing full time care for a child in nonparental care.
Child-Only TANF grant: Financial support available for relative caregivers through the division
of welfare, authorized by Title IV-A of the SSA.
Non-needy relative caretaker TANF: Child-Only TANF.
Nonparental family: The nonparental caregiver and the child who is in nonparental care.
Nonparental caregiver: A caregiver of a child who is not living with either birth parent.
Birth parent: The biological parent of a child.
Kinship Navigator Program: A program in some states and counties which assists kinship
families with information, referrals, support groups. Some programs provide case management.
Some programs are funded by the state, some are nonprofits. Some navigator programs are
designed to serve all kinship families, but some restrict services to some families based on their
funding model.
Kinship Navigator: A staff member for a Kinship Navigator Program, responsible for assisting
kinship families navigate through the systems in the jurisdiction in which the Navigator Program
operates.
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Appendix B: List of Abbreviations
AECF Annie E. Casey Foundation
AFCARS Adoption and Foster Care Analysis Reporting System
AFDC Aid to Families with Dependent Children
ASFA Adoption and Safe Families Act
CB Children’s Bureau
CFP Casey Family Programs
CPS Child Protective Services
CW Case Worker
CWLA Child Welfare League of America
CWS Child Welfare System
FCA Fostering Connections to Success Act
FFPSA Families First Prevention Services Act
KinGAP Kinship Guardianship Assistance Program
KN Kinship Navigator
KNP Kinship Navigator Program
NSCAW National Survey of Child and Adolescent Well-Being
PRWORA Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act
TANF Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
TCHD Child-only TANF
US DHHS U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
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Appendix C: Data and Data Sources
Variable

Source
http://datace
nter.kidscou
nt.org/data/t
ables/7172children-inkinshipcare?loc=1&
loct=2#detai
led/2/252/false/165
2,1564,1491,
1443,1218/a
# Kinship ny/14207,14
Care
208
http://datace
nter.kidscou
nt.org/data/t
ables/7172children-inkinshipcare?loc=1&
loct=2#detai
led/2/252/false/165
2,1564,1491,
1443,1218/a
% Kinship ny/14207,14
Care
208
http://datace
nter.kidscou
nt.org/data/t
ables/111childrenliving-withneitherparent?loc=1
&loct=2#det
ailed/2/252/false/870,
#
573,869,36,8
Nonparenta 68/any/439,4
l
40

Definition

Definitions: Children in kinship care is derived from the
relationship to householder items on the Current Population
Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement. Children are
consider to be in kinship care when all of the following conditions
are true: a parent is not present in the household; the child is not a
foster child to the householder; the child is not a housemate/
roommate / border with no relatives in the household; the child is
not a householder; and the child is not a spouse or unmarried
partner of the householder. The analysis excludes group quarters
population. Data Source: 2009-2017 Current Population Survey
Annual Social and Economic Supplement (CPS ASEC). Estimates
represent a three-year average.

Definitions: The share of children under age 18 living in
households where neither parent resides. Data Source: Population
Reference Bureau, analysis of data from the U.S. Census Bureau,
Census 2000 Supplementary Survey, 2001 Supplementary Survey,
2002 through 2016 American Community Survey.
The data for this measure come from the 2000 and 2001
Supplementary Survey and the 2002 through 2016 American
Community Survey (ACS). The 2000 through 2004 ACS surveyed
approximately 700,000 households monthly during each calendar
year. In general but particularly for these years, use caution when
interpreting estimates for less populous states or indicators
representing small sub-populations, where the sample size is
relatively small. Beginning in January 2005, the U.S. Census
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Bureau expanded the ACS sample to 3 million households (full
implementation), and in January 2006 the ACS included group
quarters. The ACS, fully implemented, is designed to provide
annually updated social, economic, and housing data for states and
communities. (Such local-area data have traditionally been
collected once every ten years in the long form of the decennial
census.)
Definitions: The share of children under age 18 living in
households where neither parent resides. Data Source: Population
Reference Bureau, analysis of data from the U.S. Census Bureau,
Census 2000 Supplementary Survey, 2001 Supplementary Survey,
2002 through 2016 American Community Survey.
The data for this measure come from the 2000 and 2001
http://datace Supplementary Survey and the 2002 through 2016 American
nter.kidscou Community Survey (ACS). The 2000 through 2004 ACS surveyed
nt.org/data/t approximately 700,000 households monthly during each calendar
ables/111- year. In general but particularly for these years, use caution when
childreninterpreting estimates for less populous states or indicators
living-with- representing small sub-populations, where the sample size is
neitherrelatively small. Beginning in January 2005, the U.S. Census
parent?loc=1 Bureau expanded the ACS sample to 3 million households (full
&loct=2#det implementation), and in January 2006 the ACS included group
ailed/2/2quarters. The ACS, fully implemented, is designed to provide
52/false/870, annually updated social, economic, and housing data for states and
%
573,869,36,8 communities. (Such local-area data have traditionally been
Nonparenta 68/any/439,4 collected once every ten years in the long form of the decennial
l
40
census.)
http://datace
nter.kidscou
nt.org/data/t
ables/108children-inthe-care-of- Definitions: The share of children under age 18 living in
grandparents households where a grandparent provides that child's primary care.
?loc=1&loct Any data accessed for this indicator before October 2011 may differ
=2#detailed/ from the current tables. In October 2011, the definition of the
2/2measure was slightly revised. Data Source: Population Reference
52/false/870, Bureau, analysis of data from the U.S. Census Bureau, 2005
573,869,36,8 through 2016 American Community Survey. These data were
# Grands
68/any/433,4 derived from American Fact Finder table B10002
Prim
34
(factfinder2.census.gov).
http://datace Definitions: The share of children under age 18 living in
% Grands nter.kidscou households where a grandparent provides that child's primary care.
Prim
nt.org/data/t Any data accessed for this indicator before October 2011 may differ
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ables/108- from the current tables. In October 2011, the definition of the
children-in- measure was slightly revised. Data Source: Population Reference
the-care-of- Bureau, analysis of data from the U.S. Census Bureau, 2005
grandparents through 2016 American Community Survey. These data were
?loc=1&loct derived from American Fact Finder table B10002
=2#detailed/ (factfinder2.census.gov).
2/252/false/870,
573,869,36,8
68/any/433,4
34
http://datace
nter.kidscou
nt.org/data/t
ables/6269childrenDefinitions: The number of children and youth entering the foster
enteringcare system. Some states allow children to remain in the foster care
fostersystem until their 18th birthday while other states have age limits
care?loc=1& that extend a few years beyond this. The current indicator includes
loct=2#detai children of all ages. Children are categorized as entering foster
led/2/2care if they have a valid date for entry into care during a particular
52/false/573, fiscal year. National estimates include Puerto Rico. Data Source:
869,36,868,8 Child Trends analysis of data from the Adoption and Foster Care
67/any/1303 Analysis and Reporting System (AFCARS), made available
# Enter FC 6
through the National Data Archive on Child Abuse and Neglect.
http://datace
nter.kidscou Definitions: The number of children and youth in the foster care
nt.org/data/t system. Some states allow children to remain in the foster care
ables/6243- system until their 18th birthday while other states have age limits
children-in- that extend a few years beyond this. The current indicator includes
fosterchildren of all ages. Youth are categorized as being in foster care if
care?loc=1& they entered prior to the end of the current fiscal year and have not
loct=2#detai been discharged from their latest foster care spell by the end of the
led/2/2current fiscal year. National estimates include Puerto Rico. Data
52/false/573, Source: Child Trends analysis of data from the Adoption and
869,36,868,8 Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System (AFCARS), made
67/any/1298 available through the National Data Archive on Child Abuse and
# In FC
7
Neglect.
http://datace Definitions: The number of children and youth exiting the foster
nter.kidscou care system. Some states allow children to remain in the foster care
nt.org/data/t system until their 18th birthday, though some states have age
ables/6273- limits that extend a few years beyond this. The current indicator
childrenincludes children of all ages. Children are categorized as leaving
exitingfoster care if they exited during the current fiscal year and
# Exit FC fosterremained out of foster care on the last day of the year. Indicator
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care?loc=1&
loct=2#detai
led/2/252/false/573,
869,36,868,8
67/any/1304
3
Churn FC

TCHD
Fictive

TCHD
Means

TCHD
Means%

TCHD $

includes children who have entered foster care in the current fiscal
year or in a prior fiscal year. National estimates include Puerto
Rico. Data Source: Child Trends analysis of data from the
Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System
(AFCARS), made available through the National Data Archive on
Child Abuse and Neglect.

# Enter FC minus # Exit FC
Can a child in a non-relative caregiver household receive TANF?
http://wrd.ur I.B.11- 4 Information applies only to families with a relative
ban.org/wrd/ caretaker. Children in families with nonrelative caretakers can
databook.cf never receive TANF in this state. Data only available 2011-2015.
m
2011 data from GU, not welfare databook.
http://wrd.ur
ban.org/wrd/
databook.cf Means test the nonparental caregiver? I.D.3 Data only available
m
2012-2015
http://wrd.ur
ban.org/wrd/
databook.cf
m
%age means test I.D.3 Data only available 2012-2015
http://wrd.ur
ban.org/wrd/
databook.cf The amount received for one child on the child only grant (usually
m
not per child). II.A.5. Data only available 2012-2015

FC $

# Cust
Grand

Foster Care Reimbursement Rate
TABLE B10002 Grandchildren in Custodial care (no parents
present). GRANDCHILDREN UNDER 18 YEARS LIVING
WITH A GRANDPARENT HOUSEHOLDER BY
GRANDPARENT RESPONSIBILITY AND PRESENCE OF
PARENT
Universe: Grandchildren under 18 living with grandparent
householder 5 yr estimates

https://factfi
nder.census.
gov/faces/ta
bleservices/j
sf/pages/pro
ductview.xht
ml?pid=AC
S_16_5YR_
Cust Grand B10059&pr
Below
odType=tabl
Poverty
e

B10059 POVERTY STATUS IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS OF
GRANDPARENTS LIVING WITH OWN GRANDCHILDREN
UNDER 18 YEARS BY RESPONSIBILITY FOR OWN
GRANDCHILDREN AND AGE OF GRANDPARENT
Universe: Grandparents living with own grandchildren under 18
years for whom poverty status is determined more information
2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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https://factfi
S1702 POVERTY STATUS IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS OF
nder.census.
FAMILIES more information
gov/faces/ta 2015 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates- using the
bleservices/j
column of all families with children under 18
sf/pages/pro
ductview.xht
ml?pid=AC
S_16_1YR_
Kids Fam S1702&prod
Below Pov Type=table
All pov%age all households with children in poverty minus % custodial
grand pov
grandparent households in poverty
https://factfi
nder.census.
gov/faces/ta
bleservices/j
sf/pages/pro
ductview.xht
ml?pid=AC
S_15_5YR_ Children under 18 years in households. S0901 CHILDREN
S0901&prod CHARACTERISTICS more information
# Children Type=table 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
https://factfi
nder.census.
gov/faces/ta
bleservices/j
sf/pages/pro
ductview.xht
ml?pid=AC
S_16_5YR_ MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS
Median
B19013&pr (IN 2015 INFLATION-ADJUSTED DOLLARS)
Household odType=tabl Universe: Households more information
Income
e
2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
http://wrd.ur
ban.org/wrd/
TANFdatabook.cf Table II.A.4 Maximum Monthly Benefit for a Family of Three
Parents
m
with No Income, July 2010
https://www.
Age
cdc.gov/drug
Adjusted
overdose/dat TABLE. Number and age-adjusted rates of drug overdose deaths,*
Overdose
a/statedeaths by sex, age, race and Hispanic origin,† Census region, and state —
Rate
.html
United States, 2013 and 2014
Child
https://www.
Abuse
acf.hhs.gov/ Total referrals per rate of 1,000 children from Child Maltreatment
Referrals
sites/default/ Reports 2006-2015
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files/cb/cm2
014.pdf
https://www.
cdc.gov/drug
Opioid
overdose/dat
Prescription a/prescribing
Rate
.html

https://www.cdc.gov/drugoverdose/pdf/pubs/2017-cdc-drugsurveillance-report.pdf Ratesª of opioid prescriptions dispensed per
100 persons by dosage, type, and state
— United States, 2014 - 2016
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Appendix D: Links to State Policy Variable Data Sources
For All States
http://www.grandfamilies.org/Search-Laws
http://www.grandfamilies.org/State-Fact-Sheets
Alabama
https://law.justia.com/codes/alabama/2015/title-38/
Alaska
http://dhss.alaska.gov/ocs/Documents/Publications/pdf/relativeGuide.pdf
https://www.acrf.org/assets/publications/QAForRelativeConsideringFosteringFamilyMember.pd
f
CSSSHB 54(HSS): "An Act relating to the identification, location, and notification of specified
family members of a child who is in state custody."
Arizona
http://www.raisingyourgrandchildren.com/States/Arizona/Schedule2015.pdf
https://www.azleg.gov/ars/8/00514-03.htm
Arkansas
http://www.arkansasvoices.org/uploads/1/4/9/2/14920838/handbook_for_kinship_caregivers.pdf
California
RFA Toolkit: https://1drv.ms/b/s!AkdKDSNc6e3rgfE8HhEXwdsBMKX9kw
Colorado
https://drive.google.com/file/d/16nmByIv5VyPtf_NRKNiAy71nTpmixetC/view
http://coloradochildrep.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/NonCertified_Kinship_Care_in_Colorado.pdf
Connecticut
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2002/rpt/2002-R-0720.htm
http://uwc.211ct.org/kinship-caregiversgrandparents-raising-grandchildrencustodial-relatives/
Delaware
D.C.
Florida
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Georgia
Hawaii
http://humanservices.hawaii.gov/ssd/files/2014/02/Permanency-Options-0207.pdf
Idaho
http://healthandwelfare.idaho.gov/Portals/0/Children/AdoptionFoster/ExpeditedRelativeFictiveK
inPlacements.pdf
Illinois
https://www2.illinois.gov/dcfs/lovinghomes/fostercare/Documents/centralregion.pdf
https://www2.illinois.gov/dcfs/lovinghomes/documents/extended_family_support_program.pdf
Indiana
https://www.in.gov/dcs/files/FinancialAssistanceRelativePlacedChildrenBrochureRev3.pdf
https://www.in.gov/dcs/files/RelativeResourceGuideDocument031212.pdf
https://www.in.gov/dcs/files/AlternativeInServiceTrainingLFPR.pdf
Iowa
http://www.ifapa.org/pdf_docs/KinshipCaretakers.pdf
Kansas
http://www.dcf.ks.gov/services/PPS/Documents/CWHandbookofServices/PlacementServiceStan
dardsManual.pdf
Kentucky
Louisiana
https://img1.wsimg.com/blobby/go/2e591e85-eb2f-4d22-b21377845a981dcf/downloads/1c40asm87_747753.pdf
http://www.dcfs.louisiana.gov/index.cfm?md=pagebuilder&tmp=home&nid=165&pnid=158&pi
d=138
https://www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/migrated/child/PublicDocuments/kinship_la.authc
heckdam.pdf
http://www.goea.louisiana.gov/assets/docs/Grandparentsbooklet.pdf
Maine
https://www.maine.gov/dhhs/ocfs/cw/policy/v__d-7__relative_placement_and.htm
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https://www.maine.gov/dhhs/ocfs/cw/policy/viii__a__family_standards_fost.htm
Maryland
http://dhr.maryland.gov/documents/Brochures/Kinship-Care/updated%20factsheet.pdf
http://www.catholiccharities-md.org/wpcontent/uploads/2017/08/FamNavigatorServicesBrochure_F.pdf
Massachusetts
https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2016/07/tp/c-kinship-brochure.pdf
https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2016/08/vg/guide-relative-caregivers-western.pdf
https://www.ma-mentor.com/children-and-families/kinship-support/
Michigan
http://www.kinship.msu.edu/sites/default/files/Docs/KinshipTrifold2013.pdf
https://www.michigan.gov/documents/dhs/DHS-Pub-114_346655_7.pdf
Minnesota
http://www.lssmn.org/uploadedFiles/Youth_Microsite/Youth_Content/ServicesMetro/Metro_Programs_(addl_pages)/MKCA_Summary_12-12.pdf
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/245A.035
Mississippi
http://www.lssmn.org/uploadedFiles/Youth_Microsite/Youth_Content/ServicesMetro/Metro_Programs_(addl_pages)/MKCA_Summary_12-12.pdf
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/245A.035
Missouri
http://www.nrcdr.org/_assets/files/DR-Grantees/year-one/MO_CHS-Kinship-Care-inMissouri.pdf
https://dss.mo.gov/cd/info/cwmanual/section4/ch12/sec4ch12sub3.htm
Montana
http://www.montanagrandparents.org/documents/July%202014%20Services.pdf
http://www.montanagrandparents.org/documents/docs_for_new_grandparent_packet/Legal%20R
esources.pdf
http://www.montanagrandparents.org/documents/docs_for_new_grandparent_packet/Medical%2
0and%20Financial%20Resources.pdf
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http://www.montanagrandparents.org/documents/MT200401HR.pdf
https://dphhs.mt.gov/Portals/85/cfsd/documents/cfsdmanual/802-4.pdf
Nebraska
The Kinship Connection A Resource Guide for Kinship & Relative Foster Families in Nebraska
Nevada
www.FosterKinship.org
New Hampshire
https://www.dhhs.nh.gov/dcyf/documents/relativecaregivers.pdf
https://www.dhhs.nh.gov/dcyf/relativecaregivers.htm
https://www.dhhs.nh.gov/dcyf/adoption/documents/foster-adopt-resource-guide.pdf
New Jersey
https://www.nj.gov/dcf/families/support/kinship/
https://www.state.nj.us/njfosteradopt/kinship/
https://www.state.nj.us/njfosteradopt/klg/index.html
https://www.state.nj.us/njfosteradopt/documents/Guide.to.Kinship.Legal.Guardianship.Support.S
ervices.pdf
https://www.state.nj.us/njfosteradopt/ResourceFamilyHandbook.pdf
https://www.nj.gov/njfosteradopt/services/training/
New Mexico
New York
http://www.nysnavigator.org/pg/legalresources/documents/GrandparentsandOtherRelativesSeekingtoBecomeCaregiversofChildreninS
tateCare.pdf
http://www.nysnavigator.org/pg/legalresources/documents/InitialFosterCarePlacementofChildren.pdf
http://www.ocfs.state.ny.us/main/publications/Pub5080.pdf
http://www.ocfs.state.ny.us/main/publications/Pub5120.pdf
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North Carolina
https://www.chsnc.org/adoption-and-foster-care/foster-care/kinship-foster-care/
https://www2.ncdhhs.gov/info/olm/manuals/dss/csm-10/man/CSs1201c4-05.htm
North Dakota
https://www.nd.gov/dhs/info/pubs/docs/brochure-kinship-care.pdf
https://bismarcktribune.com/news/state-and-regional/n-d-officials-aim-to-restructure-foster-caresystem/article_74e6d5b2-b896-11df-b0ce-001cc4c002e0.html
Ohio
http://www.odjfs.state.oh.us/forms/num/JFS%2008146/pdf/
https://jfs.ohio.gov/ocf/kinship_care.stm
Oklahoma
http://www.okdhs.org/library/policy/Pages/oac340075070024000.aspx
http://www.okdhs.org/OKDHS%20Publication%20Library/12-53.pdf
https://law.justia.com/codes/oklahoma/2014/title-10a/section-10a-1-9-106/
https://newsok.com/article/5579053/oklahoma-foster-care-progress-encouraging
Oregon
https://www.oregon.gov/DHS/CHILDREN/FOSTERPARENT/Pages/kinship.aspx
https://aix-xweb1p.state.or.us/es_xweb/DHSforms/Served/me9975.pdf
Pennsylvania
https://extension.psu.edu/kinship-care-in-pennsylvania-support-for-families-with-grandparentsand-other-kin-raising-children
Rhode Island
http://www.dcyf.ri.gov/policyregs/kinship_care.htm
South Carolina
https://www.scbar.org/public/get-legal-help/common-legal-topics/kinship-care-south-carolina/
http://pafcaf.org/sites/default/files/Kinship-Brief.pdf
https://sistersofcharitysc.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/SC-Kinship-Caregiver-ResourceGuide-FINAL-October-2017.pdf
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South Dakota
https://dss.sd.gov/childprotection/placement.aspx
Tennessee
Texas
https://www.dfps.state.tx.us/Adoption_and_Foster_Care/Kinship_Care/documents/KinshipManu
al.pdf
Utah
https://hspolicy.utah.gov/files/dcfs/DCFS%20Practice%20Guidelines/500%20Kinship%20(1).pdf
Vermont
http://dcf.vermont.gov/sites/dcf/files/Adoption/Kinship-Guide.pdf
http://dcf.vermont.gov/sites/dcf/files/FSD/pubs/Kin-Brochure.pdf
Virginia
https://dss.virginia.gov/files/division/dfs/fc/intro_page/kinship_care/related_brochures/B032-010200-00-eng.pdf
Washington
https://www.dshs.wa.gov/sites/default/files/SESA/publications/documents/22-996.pdf
https://www.dshs.wa.gov/sites/default/files/SESA/publications/documents/22-1120.pdf
West Virginia
https://www.wvfacts.org/WVFacts/learning/guides/kinship_relative_placements/kinship_relative
_placements.htm
Wisconsin
https://dcf.wisconsin.gov/kinship
https://dcf.wisconsin.gov/mcps/ohc-provider/kinship
Wyoming
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Appendix E: Concerns with AFCARS Data
In gathering data for the paid versus unpaid kinship foster parent, it was noted there was a
very high number of “foster, non-relative” and “pre-adoptive home” families receiving $0 in
payment. This is a concern because “foster, non-relative” should describe traditional foster
parents. There is no state in the country where traditional foster parents would not be receiving
reimbursement. This would mean these variables were limited in their ability to truly identify
traditional foster homes versus relative foster homes.
Reaching out to the Children’s Bureau [CB] provided an initial explanation. CB clarified
that the element that collects the monthly payment is to be a full monthly payment. Meaning, if
the child had not been in that setting for the last full month of the report period, the agencies are
to report zeroes. However, even when controlling for length of current setting greater than 31
days, there is still an unexpectedly high number of placements receiving $0. Even when
controlling length of current setting for greater than 90 days, the same issue is present. For
example, in the 2015 AFCARS data set, filtering for at children in the system at the end of fiscal
year, and controlling for length of current setting greater than 90 days, then looking at payment
by placement type, eight percent of children- in non-relative foster home placements were noted
as receiving $0 financial support from all possible funding streams.
One further explanation may be that foster home, non-relative is actually capturing both
fictive kin, traditional foster parent data. Pre-adoptive home could be capturing traditional foster
parent, fictive kin, and relative data. Posing this to the CB, an AFCARS data expert concurred
with the possible explanation19.
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“I think I would make the same guess as Alison has that the non-paid FFHs that are not
relative placements are children placed with fictive kin.” Correspondence with CB via email on
Mon, Sep 24, 2018
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With a confirmation of the potential issues in the data, a decision was made to recode the
placement type based on the payment status of the family home as opposed to the placement
settings identified by AFCARS. To recode, a new placement type “kinship foster care” was
computed if current placement was foster home, relative. To estimate fictive kin, those with a
current placement of pre-adoptive home or foster home, non-relative was filtered and length of
current placement set to greater than 31 days to account for months of partial placement.
Placement settings with payment of 0 were recoded as kinship foster care, with the assumption
these families were fictive kin.
There were also families in placement type pre-adoptive home and foster home, nonrelative who were being paid with Aid to Families with Dependent Children [AFDC] payments,
a payment option which is exclusive to relatives. Those families were recoded as relatives. By
the end of the recode, there were only two types of foster family homes: traditional foster care
and kinship foster care.
This recode changed the composition of children in foster homes and kinship homes
substantially. Using 2015 AFCARS data set as an example, the originally coded data identified
46% of children were in traditional foster care, and 28% in kinship foster care20. After the
recode, 36 percent of children were in traditional foster care while 38% were in kinship foster
care. If this decision to recode does more accurately capture fictive kin and other relative
placements categorized as pre-adoptive, the way states report kin placements has been providing
potentially misleading data, and the use of kin may actually be higher than reported.
Unfortunately, in carefully reviewing the recoded data, some additional data errors
emerged. For example, in Virginia, the numbers of traditional foster care fell dramatically- from

20

The remaining 26% in non-family settings
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62.23% in the original data to only 14.51% in the recoded data. Knowing that Virginia has a very
high placement rate with traditional foster parents, these numbers did not make sense. By 2015,
the data evened out to what was expected- 73.53% in the original and 66.65% in the recoded. But
because there was no way to explain potential issues in the coding at the state level that were
uncovered by recoding, the decision was made to use the original AFCARS data. The recoded
data is available in the final dataset but was not used in any models.
However, it is clear based on looking at the number of unpaid caregivers in the “foster
home, non-relative” and “pre-adoptive home” categories that fictive kin are most likely
unrepresented in the relative category. One recommendation of this research is that the AFCARS
reconsider the placement type categories and have stronger definitions to more appropriately
capture the true use of kinship care.
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Appendix F: Kinship Navigator Programs
Kinship Navigator programs started in the early 2000’s in multiple states and operated at
the state and county levels as initiatives to link kinship families to information, services and
referrals. Community-based services include support groups, family therapy, legal aid and other
resources that are made available to all kinship families based on level of need, rather than level
of involvement with the child welfare system (AECF, 2013). These local programs showed
promise, so advocates for kinship families worked to get the Kinship Navigator model funded at
the federal level. This work resulted in Fostering Connections grants authorized by the Fostering
Connections to Success and Increasing Adoptions Act of 2008.
The Family Connections grants directed about $5 million annually to Kinship Navigator
programs, which help children both in foster care and those at risk of entering the child welfare
system. Apart from the child-only TANF policy, the Fostering Connections to Success and
Increasing Adoptions Act of 2008 is the only federal legislation that specifically addresses the
issues faced by nonpublic kinship families. Supporting families who care for children at risk of
entering the system is a recent direction of policy and practice at the federal level and, if
continued, may help address the complex needs of private and voluntary kinship families
(Wallace & Lee, 2013).
One core priority of the federally funded Kinship Navigator programs is to assist kinship
caregivers in obtaining the child-only TANF grant (James Bell Associates, 2013). All Kinship
Navigator programs offer access to accurate information about child-only TAN F. As discussed,
nonpublic kinship families are often unaware of their eligibility for services and financial
assistance, or can be turned away incorrectly by uninformed welfare caseworkers who do not
have a full understanding of the child-only benefit. By offering publications, hotlines, helplines,
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and advocacy to link caregivers to information, referrals, and applications, state-based Kinship
Navigator programs help informal caregivers overcome some of the barriers to receiving childonly TANF (Letiecq et al., 2008).
One of the ways that Kinship Navigator programs have increased utilization of welfare
benefits is simply by not being a welfare office, and thereby helping caregivers avoid the stigma
felt by kinship families associated with applying for welfare benefits. Navigator programs have
developed state and county resources that explain how to get child-only TANF. Because each
state does things differently, these local resources help overcome misinformation and confusion.
Some sites even connect families with application support, so the family can bypass a welfare
office altogether. This data shows that Kinship Navigator programs, because they provide a layer
of support and personalized care concerning information on welfare benefits, may help connect
caregivers with resources while overcoming the stigma associated with welfare (James Bell
Associates, 2013).
Early evaluations on the effectiveness of these federally funded Kinship Navigator
programs were promising. They show that a majority of families at each site received support in
accessing the child-only TANF benefit (James Bell Associates, 2013). A cross-site evaluation
report of all twenty-four grantees showed that Kinship Navigator grantees “assisted informal
caregivers in learning about, locating, and using existing programs and services to meet
caregiver needs and the needs of children they were raising.” (James Bell Associates, 2013, pg.
2). This same evaluation showed that Navigator projects were successful at ameliorating family’s
needs and helped families achieve the goals they set for themselves (James Bell Associates,
2013). At the New York demonstration site, 73% of families were provided with information on
child-only TANF grants (Wallace & Lee, 2013). Washington State’s Navigator evaluation
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showed that relative caregivers had a better understanding of services and benefits available to
them and 98% of caregivers reported satisfaction with the program (Casey Family Programs,
2005). Kinship Navigator programs do meet the goals of connecting kin with information and
resources, specifically the child-only TANF benefit.
Early evaluations of Kinship Navigator projects also show that utilization rates of
available financial benefits increase when relatives use the service, making them more effective
than the status quo. Kinship navigator program costs per child vary by state. For New York’s
Navigator demonstration grant, the program estimates an administrative cost of $466 per child to
run the Navigator program (NYC Kincare Coalition, 2011). This amount does not go directly to
the kinship family but is the cost of connecting that family with information and referrals.
Because one of the Kinship Navigator program’s main goals is to connect families to existing
resources, this $466 is spent in part to provide the family with accurate information about childonly TANF benefits and to assist with the application process. These services increase utilization
rates.
Navigators in general provide staff positions including intake coordinators and kinship
peer professionals/ case managers (family advocates) to assist all kinship caregivers, regardless
of caregiver or child age or the caregiver’s legal relationship to the children. Navigators provide
responsive services to kinship families based on the kinship family needs. Family Advocates
initially provide caregivers with information, referrals, and advocacy services. Staff assist
caregivers in understanding and accessing services relevant to their caregiving situation,
Advocates also assist caregivers by identifying removing barriers to receiving services; ensuring
eligible benefits are received; accessing legal services; and utilizing existing community
resources and support systems (such as health, financial, legal services, support groups, training,
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and emergency resources). Advocates assist caregivers in advocating for the children in their
home within a variety of complex systems including: legal, child welfare, welfare, medical, and
educational.
Navigator Models are designed to empower families to support and advocate for one
another and themselves, and therefore, foster a natural support system and family selfsufficiency. The Navigator program model seeks to support kinship families and contribute to the
increased safety, permanency, and well-being of children in kinship care.
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